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CPD Elects Six New Directors

Apr 16, 2014

l;rank J. Fahln;enkopf. Jr. and Michael D. McCurry, co-chairs of the Commission on Presidential Debates (CPD), today announced six new members elected to the CPD'’s board of
irectors. They are:

o Mitchel) E. Daniels, Jr., President, Purdue University

e Charles Gibson, Former Anchor, ABC World News with Charles Gibson

o Jane Harman, Director, President and CEO, Woodrow Wilson Center for International Scholars
o Lcon E. Panetta, Chairman, Panctia Institwe for Public Policy

o Olympia Jean Snowe, Former U.S. Senator

o Dr. Shirley M. Tilghman, Former President, Princeton Universiy

Fahrenkopf and McCurry noted that "Presidential debatcs reach more viewers and listeners than any other political programming. They educate voters and motivate citizens to learn
about the candidates and the issues. The CPD is dedicated to developing formats that will allow these exchanges to best serve the public, and we are grateful to engage our six new
directors in planning for 2016. Their individual and collective experience in public service, media and education is extensive and respected. We are honored to have them join the
CPD."

In addition to the co-chairs, the current CPD directors are Howard G. Buffett, John C. Danforth, John Griffen, Antonia Hernandez, Reverend John I. Jenkins, Newton N. Minow,
Richard D. Parsons, Dorothy Ridings,; and Alan K. Simpson.

The co-chairs also noted that the new directors would be involved in the CPD's international work. U.S. debates are watched in real time by world-wide audiencés. Groups in other
countries, particularly emerging democracies, that seek 10 start their own debates contact the CPD for assistance on issues ranging from candidate negotiation to format and
production. For more than twenty years, the CPD has worked with the National Democratic Institute for intemational Affairs (NDI) to help these groups initiate or improve debates

in their countries. In connection with these collaborative efforts, NDI has launched www.debatesinternational.org, a website intended to serve as a resource for groups in other
countries. An informal association of those groups, Debates International, has contributed much of the material on the new website.

The CPD is underway with planning for the 2016 debates, and will announce site selection guidelines in early January, 2015.

Return
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OMB No. 1545-0047
rem 990 Return of Organization |[Exempt From Income Tax 9
Under section 501(c):of the Internal Revenue Code (excepl black lung benefit 1997
trust or privale foundation) or-s‘ecﬂPn 4947(a)(1) nonexempt charitable trust ThisFamls
Dspartment of tho Treasury ] A Open 1o Puhlic
inlernal Revinue Servica Note: The organizatior may have to (se a.coply of this return to safisfy state reporting requirements. Inspoction
A For the 1997 calendar year, OR tax year period beginning , 1997, and ending ,19
B Checkit: Plsase c D Employer identifization number
& [ changs of aderess | fmer e 52-1500977

SCANNED—JULS-

0 watrorn | Piintor | COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

D Fiatreturn A

O Amensearousn | 2557 | WASHINGTON, DC 20036~ 6802
Statereporting) tions. |

G Type of organization » [ Exsmpt under sechon 501G ( 3

Note: Section 501(c)(3) exempt organizations and 4947(a}{1) nonexempt

%o 11200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445

E Statoregistration nunher

F check » L] it exemption

application Is panding

) 4| (insert number) OR P> [] sectlon 4947{a)(1) nonsxempt charitable trust
charitable trusts MUST attach a completed Schedule A (Form 930),

H(a) Is this a group return filed for affillates?....... besedviearanes we.|O Yes No | | If either box In H is checked "Yes," enter four~digit group
{b) ¥ "Yes," enter the number of affiliates for which this return Is ﬂled »

(c) Is this a separate return filed by an organization covered by a

GrOUP TUlNG?, + s v ot ovsonoarsrsososss searecesinsisaiesees] ] Yos {8 No [ Other (speciy) >

exemption number {(GEN) »
J Accounting method: [] Cash Accrual

K Check hare P {J )t the organization's gross reveipts are normally not /nore than $25,000. The organization nesd not file & raturn with the IRS;
butit it recelved a Form 980 Packags in the mall, it should file arelurn wjihout financial data. Some states require a complete return,

han $100,000 and lotal asssels less than $250,000 at end of year.

Notq _Form 990-EZ may be used by organizations with gross receipts lass

efs or Fund Balances (Ses Specific Instructions on page 11.) .

Paitlt] Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Asget:
1 Contrbutions, gifts, grants, and simflar amountsizeceived: H i
a Direct public SUPPOrt. « . vvverruverss Ceerererrereens Cersersrrirras R 158,748:
b Indirect public support ............. PR Mereenrrenens jerosennras S I | ' |
¢ Government contributions (grants) . ......e0ivnrsercenenaey ERRREREEE assens 1¢ 7 :
d Total (add lines 1a throuph 1c) (attach schadule of conlnbuiors] { .
{cash $ 158,748 noncash$ R I SEE.STATEMENT..1.{ 1d 158,748
2 Program servica revenus Including govetnment'fees and conlral;ts (from Part VI, line 93) ......... cntiesens 2
3 Membership dues and assessments ........ Veresersiiaas [Pesssetvarnsioeansanasssasssnnsntsraces 3
4 Interest on savings and famporary cash Jnvestmients . c.ovsseesrcrranrarses . veese ] & 8,5681"
5 Dividends and Interest from securities , ...... verreursonaes s aeseraensesarsarrerotiatiaaneisennas 5
6a GrosSremS....ooeeeieccrnnascnns Vereaeennes Y T hreteeeee sa !
b Less:rontal eXpensesS . ..evevesrssosrsaenes ferien B T )
A € Netrental Income or (loss) (sublract!ine 6b from line 6a). .... . ! ...... theerseses ebesesseentseesensenans (]
E 7 Other investment income {describe P ! )7
E | (A) Securities {B) Other !
g 8a Gross amount from sale of assets other than Inventory. ... 8a i
b Less: cost or other basis and 5185 8XPENSES « cv e s v app s s> 8b !
¢ Qaln or (loss) (altach scheduls) ...... crreen varaemass ’ Bc !
d Net galn or (loss) (combine fine 8¢, COIUMAS (A) AN (B)) + 4. s qvvsreernssrrasnsoresssisecassnsansneres (8d|
9 Speclal events and activities (attach scheduls) .
a Gross revenue {notincluding $ of contributions ,
reported onlinB 1) v cvverrneenrianen Gvresiaannes Meresenes SR -
b Less: direct expenses other than fundralsing expenses ...... Neeeos e enes gb
¢ Netincoms or (loss) from special events (subtract fine 8b from [ine 9a)........... sessaenens Ceseesarsesas { oc. l
10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns and allowances. ..... ]
b Less:costofgoodssold. .. cvevirenrrirentnisrssnoesiomssosans
& Grass profit or (loss) from sales of Inventory (attach schediile) (sublractl -] ‘10b 10¢
11 Otherrevenuse {from Part VI, line 103), . s cvvusrevitssonss 11
12 _Total revenue {add lines 1d, 2, 3, 4, 6,i6c, 7 &d, 9c, 10c, and | 4 12 16 LB 16
g |18 Program services (from line 44, column (B)). . .-+ +...... Y A7 13 122, 9‘
X 114 Management and general (from line 44, column (C))........ 14 10 L7 15
& |15 Fundralsing (from line 44, column (D). ...... Y 15 19,455
E 16 Payments to affillates (attach schedule) ,.... Messessvsssee 16
S {17 Total expenses (add lines 16 and 44, coUMNIA)) < o v v v entpeenrnsecsrsensrss J 17 247,449
A 118 Excess or (deficit) for the year (subtractfine 17rom line 12)..L........c.cvevena.... Ry AN T -80,133
N S |19 Netassets or fund balances at beginning of year (from lina 7a“t:olumn F7.Y) N beeres Seeseenne 19 257,620
T $ 20 Other changes In net assets or fund balances (attachexplanation) .......... reersaeseasernanns deeseares 20
S 121 Net assets or fund balances at end of year (combine lines 18, 19, and 20} ......... weens e teesenrerrens 21 177,487
For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see page of the separate |hstr}|ctlons.

Form 980 (1997
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FEDERAL STATEMENTS

0} PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

PAGE 2

52-15C)077

STATEMENT 4
FORM 990, PART IV, LINE 57
LAND, BUILDINGS, AND EQUIPMENT

ACCUMULATED BOOK
ASSET BASIS DEPRECIATION VALUE
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES 3 1,638 1,638 0
MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT 19,163 17,899 1,264
MISCELLANEOUS : 1,867 1,867 0
TOTAL ] 22,668 21,404 1,264
{
STATEMENT 5
FORM 980, PART IV, LINE 58
OTHER ASSETS
' ENDING
. 1
ROUNDI'NG -.ocooo-a-.ol.ooo-\.-b.----‘o.o-oolvo » o e . & e o$ 1
. TOTAL 3 T
|
STATEMENT 6
FORM 980, PART V
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND I&EY EMPLOYEES
EMPLOYEE EXPENSE
TITLE & AVG. BEN. PLN ACCOUNT/
NAME AND ADDRESS HRS/WK DEVOTED COMP. CONTRIB. OTHER
FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR. co-cﬁAIRMAN 0 0 0
555 13TH ST., NW #1010E NONE '
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
PAUL G. KIRK, JR. CO-CX-}AIRMAN 0 0 0
ONE POST OFFICE SQ. NONE i
BOSTON, MA 02109 .
NEWTON N. MINOW VICE |CHATRMAN 0 0 0
ONE FIRST NATL. PLAZA NONE
CHICAGO, IL 60603 '
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1997 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 4-
COLLISSION CH PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-157 *.'.w
STATEMENT 6 (CONTINUED)
FORM 990, PART V
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND K Y EMPLOYEES
|
' EMPLOYEE EXPENSE
TITLE & AVG. BEN. PLN ACCOUNT/
NAME AND ADDRESS HRS/W DEVOTED COMP. CONTRIB. OTHER
SEN. JOHN C. DANFORTH EIREC OR 0 0 0
RUSSELL SENATE OFFICE BLDG. NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 .
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ DIRECTOR 0 0 0
634 SOUTH SPRING ST. NONE |
LOS ANGELES, 'CA 90014 '
CAROLINE KENNEDY DIRECITOR 0 0 0
888 PARK AVE. NONE '
NEW YORK, NY 10021
JANET H. BROWN EXECI DIRECTOR - 120,000 0 0
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW 40
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 ;
SEN. PAUL COVERDELL DIRECQTOR 0 0 0
_ RUSSELL SENATE OFFICE BLDG. NONE |
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 .
REP. JENNIFER DUNN DIREQJTOR 0 0 0
432 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BLDG. NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20510
HOWARD G. BUFFET DIREGTOR 0 0 0
1004 E. ILLINOIS ST. NONE
ASSUMPTION, IL 62510
DOROTHY RIDINGS bIRE$TOR 0 0 0
1828 L STREET, NW NONE |
WASHINGTON, DC 20036 |
CLIFFORD L. ALEXANDER, JR. DIRE¢TOR 0 0 0
400 C ST., NE NONE |
WASHINGTON, DC 20002 ;
120, 000 0 0
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- OMB No. 1545-0047
tarm 990 Return _of Organization Exempt From Income Tax
. Under section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code (except black lung benefit 1998
trust or private foundation) or section 4947(a){1) nonexempt charitable trust This Formis
Departmant of the Treasury . X Opon 1o Public
Internal Revenue Service Note: The organizalion may have to use a copy of this return lo sallsty state reporting requirements, Inspection
A For the 1998 calendar year, OR tax year period beginning 11998, and ending , 19
B Checkit: Pleass | C . D Employeridentification number
0 change ot addross I::JI':? ' 52-1500977
O mitiatreturn v‘r;r::r COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES E Talephonanumber
[J Finatreturn see (1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445 202-872-1020
0 amended return ;’s::": WASHINGTON R DC 20036-6802 F check » 1t exemption
(vequired aléo for # application i dl
State reporting) ong. pplication is psnding
G Type of organization » [ Exempt under section 501(c) ( 3 ) € (insert number) OR » L[] section 4947(a)(1) nonexempt charitable trust
Note: Section 501(c)(3) exampt organizations and 4947(:)(1) nonexempt charltable trusts MUST attach a completed Schedule A (Form 990),
H(a) Is this a group return filed for effiflates? ... ...... eeieeeriinees CI Yes [ No | 1 ifelther box In M Is checked “Yes," enter four-digit group
(b) If "Yes," enler the number of affillates for which this retumn [s filed: . exemption number (GEN) »

(c) ls this a separale return filad by an organizatlon covered by a J Accounting method: ] Cash Accrual
groupruling? .. ....oioiiiiiii .., et ear eereee . O ves B No O other (specify) »

K Check hera » [ if the organization's gross receipts are normaliy not more than $25,000. The organization nesd not filo a return with tho IRS;
but if it received a Form 990 Package in the mail, it should file a return without financlal data. Some states require a complete retum.

Note: Form 990-EZ may be used by organizations with gross receipts lass than $100,000 and total assets less than $250,000 at end of year.

= Paly] Revenue, Expenses, and Changes In Net Assets or Fund Balances (Ses Specilic Instnuctions on page 13.)

e 1 Contiibutions, glfts, grants, and similar amounts recelved: )
S a DIrCt PUDNIC SUPPOM .« ot euveeveae i tenrnneneretanererarnnsenronennen 1a 26,094
~ b Indiract puUblc SUPPOTt. oo o i v et iiertenroraerratnrerteoarosarsnrsrrasans 1b
: ¢ Government contribullons (grants). . .. ... cciiiiiiir it i 1c
d Total (add lines 1a through 1c) (atach schedule of contribulors) :
E (cash $ 26,094 noncash$ ) T SEE. STATEMENT...1| 1d 26,094
< 2 Program service revanue including government lees and coniracts (from Part VII, line 83)...........ceovvnnts 2
0 3 Membershlp dues and 8SSESSMBMY . . 1« vt ouietaresererarnsceronasonsves eeerseresersssetnannnas 3
[T 4 Interest on savings and temporary cash Investments ..............cocevees st 4 5,328
% 5 Dividends and interestlromsecuritles. . .o «cvvviveveneernanan et et a e teee s, &
Y B8 GIOSSIONIS ... ivuutvruroranerenotssernessnenssanaasrasssnnasrasns 6a
O D LesS: rontal @XPONSES. . ¢« vvvrvee e raarrerineisterarenrt s iaans €b i
“ ] ¢ Netrental Income or (loss) (subtract line 6b fromiine6a) ................ Geeves teersensersersrsusranns 6¢
5 7 Other investment Income (describa » V7|
ﬁ (A) Securities (B) Other
lE‘ 8a Gross amount from sale of assels other than Inventory . . .. ga
b Less: cost or other basis and sales expenses ........... 8b
¢ Gain or (loss) (attach schedule) ..............c00nnnn. 8c '
d Net gain or (loss) (combine line 8¢, columns (A)and (B)) . .« .ocinvvivinaneniinnnees N | &d
9 Spaclal events and activitles (attach schedula) )
a Gross revenue (not including $ of contributions
reported ON TN 18) . ... v oo ii sttt te i iieanas ettt s 9a
b Less: diract expenses other than fundralsing eXpenses . .........c.vveeeeennan 9b ..
¢ Net income or (loss) from special evenls (subtract fine 9b from line 9a) ........ e iire e e | 9¢c
1{0a Gross sales of Inventory, fess returns and aflowances .. .........ccvevevnnnnns 10a I
. » jbobasaucostalgoods-sold . ... ... 10b .
Bc: sqwa(loss) rom sales of inventory (attach schedule) (sublract line 10b from line 10a)................ 10c
—-ethemvanua'( (( T T R 1 - R [ <) R 1
12 Total revenue (atitldines 1d, 2,3, 4,5, 60,7, 8d,96, 10, ANA 11). . . ... veuereunsen e sensenreocneernnss 2] . 31,422
ﬁ ~Phn Ty 13 20,174
e 14 Managemen, ral (fromTin®@ 44, COIUMN {C)) « .. vvvvrervnrsvinenraeaneranerannorrnneeseeensan 14 53,507
N |15 QLT R 0T T () e eeerieena. 15 1,298
Lg_ Cﬁg‘éﬁli&g:gmalas- HACH SCRBAUIE) . « « et vv v ee s tenetestnsnenseeneneesnensrasnnsnesonenannsns 16
_~ _|17__Total expenses (add lines 16 and 44, COlUMN (A). . .. v o vttt teiiin et ie ittt ie it iieiiicaa e, 17 74,979
a [18  Excess or (deficit) for the year (sublract fine 17 lom N@ 12). . .. ..o vvvvvrnienn.ns e 18 -43,557
N 3119 Netassets or fund balances at beginning of year (trom NG 73, COIUMM (A . . .+« « e e venvnnrernnnnnnenenn. 19 177,487
T $ 20 Other changes in net assels or fund balances (attach explanation)..........c.cieieiieviiivnriorerenronas 20
S |21 Net assets or fund belances at end of year (combine lines 18, 19, aNA 20). . . . . .. ...« ouuseeenneseeennnnn.. 21 133,930

KFa For Paperwork Reduotlon Act Notice, see page 1 of the separate Instructions, Form 990 (1?5)
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FEDERAL STATEMENTS

1998 PAGE 3
CORIMISSION O PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 59-1500077
STATEMENT 4
FORM 930, PART IV, LINE 57
LAND, BUILDINGS, AND EQUIPMENT
ACCUMULATED BOOK
ASSET BASIS  DEPRECIATION VALUE
FURNITURE AND FIXTURES g 1,638 1,638 0
MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT 14,609 11,769 2,840
MISCELLANEOUS 1,867 1.867 0
TOTAL 8 18,114 15,274 3, 840
STATEMENT 5
FORM 990, PART IV-A, LINE B(4)
OTHER AMOUNTS
1997 REVENUES- 2 YEAR AUDIT IS PREPARED .......... Ceerrean.. & 167,316
TOTAL 5 167,316
STATEMENT 6
FORM 990, PART IV~B, LINE B(d)
OTHER AMOUNTS o _
1997 EXPENSES-2 YEAR AUDIT IS PREPARED .. vvvveerennnnnnen. .. &8 247,449 -
: : TOTAL § 247,449
STATEMENT 7
FORM 990, PART V
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES
. EMPLOYEE EXPENSE
_ TITLE & AVG. BEN. PLN ACCOUNT/
NAME AND ADDRESS HRS/WK DEVOTED  COMP. CONTRIB. OTHER
FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR. CO-CHAIRMAN 0 0 0
555 13TH ST., NW #1010E NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
PAUL G. KIRK, JR. CO-CHATRMAN 0 0 0
ONE POST OFFICE SQ. NONE

BOSTON, MA 02109
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1998 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 4

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

STATEMENT 7 ACONTINUED)
FORM 990, PART V

LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES

TITLE & AVG.

E2-15C2977

EMPLOYEE EXPENSE
BEN. PLN ACCOUNT/

NAME AND ADDRESS HRS/WK DEVOTED  COMP. CONTRIB. OTHER
NEWTON N. MINOW VICE-CHAIRMAN 0 0
ONE FIRST NATL. PLAZA . NONE
CHICAGO, IL 60603
JACK DANFORTH DIRECTOR 0 0
211 N. BROADWAY NONE
ST. LOUIS, MO 63102
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ DIRECTOR 0 0
634 SOUTH SPRING ST. NONE
10S ANGELES, CA 90014
CAROLINE KENNEDY DIRECTOR 0 0
888 PARK AVE. NONE
NEW YORK, NY 10021
JANET H. BROWN EXEC. DIRECTOR 0 0
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW  NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 :

SEN. PAUL COVERDELL DIRECTOR 0 0
RUSSELL SENATE OFFICE BLDG.  NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20510
REP. JENNIFER DUNN DIRECTOR 0 0
- CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BLDG. NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20515
HOWARD G. BUFFET DIRECTOR 0 0
1004 E. ILLINOIS ST. NONE
ASSUMPTION, IL 62510
DOROTHY RIDINGS DIRECTOR 0 0
1828 L. STREET, NW NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
CLIFFORD L. ALEXANDER, JR. DIRECTOR 0 0
400 C ST., NE NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20002
TOTAL 0 0




OMD No. 1545-0047

roem 980 Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax 1999
Under section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code {except black lung benefit
Oepartmont of the trust or private foundation) or section 4947(a){1) nonexempt charilable trust This Fomis
epariment of the Treasury. .
Internal Revenue Service g Note: The organizallon may have to use a copy of this return to satisty state reporting requirements. °‘.‘.3i‘p‘?='§"$.“°
A For the 1999 calendar year, OR tax year perlod beginning , 1999, and ending s
B checkit: Prease |C D Employer tdenlification number
D Change of aadress :S:JP: 52-1500977
O mitiairerern Pft;"'::r COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES E Telophona number
O einatreturn see |1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445 202-872-1020
[ Amendsseaturn peciie [WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802 F chock' » [J 4 axempticn
gmt: ':p :nslc:‘g;:r tions. application is pending
G Type of organization » Exempt under section 501(c) ( 3 } € (insert number) OR » [ section 4947(a){1) nonexempt charilable tust

Note: Section 501(c)(3) exempt organizations and 4947(a)(1) nonexempt charitable trusts MUST altach a completed Schedute A (Form 990).

H(a) Is this a group return filed for affiliates? .......covvveeriinnaanns 0O ves B No | 1 iteither box in H s checked "Yes," enter four—digit grou
{b) U "Yes," enter the number of affiliales for which this return s fited: . exemplion number (GEN) » :
(c) Is this a separate relurn flled by an organization covered by a . J Accounting method:  [J Cash Accrugl

GTOUP FUNNGT « . e v e e v ev e meeeee e s s eseeensnsonnneesnnenn O ves B Ne [J Other (specify) »

K Check here » L if the organization's gross receipls are normally not more than $25,000. The organization need not file & return with the IRS;
but if it recelved a Form 990 Package in the mail, it should file a return without financla! data. Some states require a complete return.

‘:jl b Indirectpublicsupport. . . ... . i i i e e it e e
(1~4

~

ALIRIES

&R

mezm<ma

31 Contributlons, gilts, grants, and similar amounts received:

o NNl eshts

Note: Form 990-EZ may be used by organizations with gross recelpts less than $100,000 and total assets less than $250,000 at end of year.

Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances (See Specllic Instructions on pags 15.)

1a 84, 000,
1b
1c

@ Direct publlc SUPPOrt . oottt i i e rt et

¢ Government contributions (Grants). . . . . v.vavretenennieeiinresenenieesenes
d Total (add lines 1a through 1c) (attach schedule of contributors) .

84,000

{cash § 84,000 noncash$ ) PR SEE..STATEMENT...1| 1d

2 Program service revenue Including government fees and contracts (fronll PartVILIIne93). . .oeevvvnnnenannnns

3 Membership dues and BSSESSMEBNLS . . .. ... iuieeeriienoriarntosorntosesaronatssnantansranss [

4,083

{nterest on savings and temparary cash investmenls .........c0ieviiieiienrorertatiiar it iaes
§ Dividends and interest from securifies. .. ........ ool s e K

b Less:irentalexpenses.............c.coiviiniiae, N eeetiseeesearsanaas .

&

4
@
E
s
&

¢ Netrental income or (loss) (subtract line 6b from line 6a) .. ... oovvverneivniiiiinniaiiniiian e
7 Other invastment income (describe » _)_f 7

8a Gross amount from sale of assels other than inventory .. .. 8a ;
b Less: cost or other basls and sales expenses ........... 8b 1
¢ Galn or (loss) (sttachschedule) .. .................... 8c
d Net gain or (loss) (combine line 8c, columns (A)and (B)) . .......ccvvnveraanaes ees
9 Speclal events and activilies (aitach schedule) .
a Gross revenue {notincluding$ . of contributions
L To T g o Y - T0 F-  Je
b Less: direct expenses other than fundraising BXPBNSES . .covauurrrencarnsions .
¢ Netincome or (loss) from special events (subtract line 9b trom ling 9a)

10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns and allowances .. ....c.ovvvvereersnss ae
b Less:costofQoods sold ... ..ot it acireecrtinrrett et

11 Other revenue (rom Part VILIIN@ 103) ...........0ceviieiianns
12 Total revenue (add lines 1d, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6¢, 7, 83, 9¢c, 10c, and .

88,083

nnnzZmoxm

112,271

13 Program services (from line 44, column (B)) . ...........-.\.... K- -% ced

52,071

14 Management and general (from line 44, column (C)) ........\.
15 Fundraising (from line 44,¢columa (D)) ..........c.cveevnenn. 4

5,099

16 Paymenls lo affillates (altach schedulg). . .. .................. A

169,441

-mx
n-<murns>»

17 Tolal expenses (add lings 16 and 44, column (A)).............. \. 4. e
18 Excess or (deficit) for the year (subltract line 17 from line 12)........ .

-81,358

20 Other changes in net assels or fund balances (attach explanation). .....\ . --.

133,930

19 Net assels or {und balances al beginning of year (from fine 73, column\(\\P,‘...i.,. ;
%-

21 Net assets or fund balances at end of year (combing lines 18, 19, and 20). .\ . 21

52,572

kFa For Paperwark Reduction Act Notice, see page 1 of the separate Inslgucllons.

; ) % Form 990 (1899)



1999 -

COWn'

FEDERAL STATEMENTS

n.ISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

PAGE 3

52-1500277

STATEMENT 5§
FORM 990, PART V

LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES

NAME AND ADDRESS

TITLE & AVG.
HRS/WK DEVOTED

EMPLOYEE EXPENSE
BEN. PLN ACCOUNT/
CONTRIB. OTHER

FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR.
555 13TH ST., NW #1010E
WASHINGTON, DC 20004

PAUL G. KIRK, JR.
ONE POST OFFICE SQ.
BOSTON, MA 02109

NEWTON N. MINOW
ONE FIRST NATL. PLAZA
CHICAGO, IL 60603

JACK DANFORTH
211 N. BROADWAY
ST. LOUIS, MO 63102

ANTONIA HERNANDEZ
634 SOUTH SPRING ST.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014

CAROLINE KENNEDY -
888 PARK AVE.
NEW YORK, NY 10021

JANET H. BROWN
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE.,
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

REP. JENNIFER DUNN
CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BLDG.
WASHINGTON, DC 20515

HOWARD G. BUFFET
1004 E. ILLINOIS ST.
ASSUMPTION, IL 62510

DOROTHY RIDINGS
1828 L STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

NW

CO-CHAIRMAN
NONE

CO-CHAIRMAN

NONE

VICE-CHAIRMAN
NONE

DIRECTOR
NONE

DIRECTOR
NONE

DIRECTOR
NONE

EXEC. DIRECTOR
NONE

DIRECTOR
NONE

DIRECTOR
NONE

DIRECTOR
NONE

0 0
0 0
0o - 0
0 0
0 : 0
0 0
0 S0
0 0
0 0
0 0




1999 F EDERAL STATEIVIENTS

COMMISCI(]N (“\I PR:SIDEI‘ITIAI lJLHAT[.h

PAGE 4

.:?-1 .:00977

STATEMENT § (CONTINUED)
FORM 930, PART V

LIST OF OFFICERS DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES

NAME AND ADDRESS

TITLE & AVG.

EMPLOYEE EXPENSE
BEN. PLN ACCOUNT/

CLIFFORD L. ALEXANDER, JR.

400 C ST., NE
WASHINGTON, DC 20002

PAUL H. O"NEILL
201 ISABELLA ST.
PITTSBURGH, PA 15212

HRS/WK DEVOTED  COMP. CONTRIB. OTHER
DIRECTOR 0 0
NONE
DIRECTOR 0 0
NONE

TOTAL 3 0 5




OMB No. 1545-0047

ram 990 Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax

. Under section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code (except black lung benefit 2000
Departmant ol the Treasury trust or private foundation), section 527 or section 4947(a)(1) nonexempt charitable trust Open to Public
Internal Revenue Service p The organization may have to use a copy of this return to satisfy state reporting requirements. Inspection
A For the 2000 calendar year, or tax year period beginning ;. 2000, and ending 1+ 20
B Check it apphicabte: [ pleage [ C D Employar identification number
B e Ad | e | COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
O wareen | " 11200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445 E Telephono mumber
0 Finatreturn s:::?m WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020
[J Amenasareturn ":::_ F check B L] wappiicaucn pending

G Organization type (check anly ons) Dmsoue)( 3 ) 4 (insert no.) D $27 OR D 4047(a)1)

® Section 501(c)(3) organizations and 4947(a)(1) nonexempt charitable trusts must
aitach a completed Schedule A (Form 990 or 900-EZ).

J_Accounting method: L] Cash B Accrual [] Other (specity) »

K Check here» [ ifthe organization’s gross receipts are normally not more than $25,000.
The organization need not file a return with the IRS; but if the organization received a
Form 990 Package In the mail, it should file a return without financial data.

Note: H and | are not applicable lo section 527 orgs.

H(a) Is this a group return filed for affiliates? ves BNo
H(b) If *Yes," enter number of affiliales b

H(c) Are all affillates included? OYes OQNo

(if "No,” attach a list. See instructions)

H(d) Is this a separate return filed by an
crganization cavered by a group ruling? Oves B No

1 Enter 4-digit group exemption no. (GEN) b

Some states require a complete return.

L Check this box if the or

anization is not required
to atach Schedule B (Form 980 or 330-EZ) »

a

Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances (See Specific Instruc

tions on page 16.

1 Contribulions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts receivad:
@ Direct pUblC SUPPOM v oo ev et vienrarats s canrencssansranraaaarans 1a 5,011,483
b Indirect public sUPPOrt. . ¢ . ev vt ittt it e it i s ettt e s e, 1b
¢ Government contributions (grants). .. .........c o ieiiiieriieieeaaaaiana, 1c
d Total (add lines 1a through ic) (cash$ 5, 011,483 noncash$ Yorornnnnnns 5,011,483
2 Program service revenus Including government fees and contracts (from Part VI, line 93). .............cov e 2
3 Membership dues BN BSSESSMENLS . . ... ..o et enrniersioansorsosssatretransassnsssonssortnesnss 3
4 Interest on savings and temporary cashinvestments ... .........c.cciiueriiriinriiineriairaraieenens 4 68,526
S Dividends and interest from SecUries . . ... .. v oo vttt iiieii it it i e i e e 5
B8 GrOSSFENIS ..o vee v ereenennssesnanoeerneeaneneearaosnseonsassasnns 6a i
D Less: rentlal eXpPenSaS. . ..o .t iiii ittt iea i aee s e a e 6b
¢ Net rental income or {loss) (subtractline 6b fromlin@6a) .. .. ....ccceeveieireriniiiiinerennersorinnnss
g 7 Other investment income (describe P
v (A) Securities
3 88 Gross amount from sales of assets other than inventory . .. 8a
E b Less: cost or other basis and sales expenses ........... 8bh
¢ Gain or (loss) (attachschedule). ... ...........c..onne 8¢
d Net gain or (loss) (combine line 8¢, columns (A)and (B)) . . ... irvee ittt ini ittt iiiisoresnniaaas
9 Special events and activities (altach schedule)
-— ' & Gross revenus {not including § of contributions
§ £ePOrted ONTING TB) . ... oeveeseieeenssreneennnnoensencneaassnsessnnans %a
b Less: direct expenses other than fundraising eXpenses .. ...........coo0ceense. ob
g ¢ Net income or (loss) from special events (subtract line 9b romline%a) . ..............
10a Gross sales of inventory, lessreturns and allowances . . ......ccccvvevvncans, 10a
&3 b Less:costofgoodssold . ...........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii et 10b N
Q ¢ Gross profit or (loss) from sales of inventory (attach schedule) (subtract line 10b from fine 108). ...coovvveevann 10c
11 Otherravenue (from Part VIL N8 108) ... ...t vcninstenoneenaenenenestostoseansesveonasnessnnsns 1 10,000
£y |12 Totalrevenue (add lines 1d, 2,3, 4,5,6¢,7,8d,9¢, 10C. 800 11). .o e v uevnesianearracanseoneoaeasss L] 12 5,090,009
E 13 Program services (rom lN@ 44, COIUMN (B)) .. .« vevuntueannnseneeesansanestaennssnsessensennns 13 3,762,877
5 Managemant and geneal HrOM lind 44, COIMN {C)) 1. v vt e v ieer e es et et errnrnaansenraeosnenns 14 237,243
el B o) NPT 15 33,465
E %J W'M:j 1T 111 1 16
LB Olal expenses (add lin na 44, COMIMN (AN .o eeeeee et ettt e e s asesaneeannsnnees 17 4,033,585
A [ 141f —-‘i (SUDLACL IiNe 17 FOM N8 12). v« v vev et e e et eeensmannnsneesnecnsnen 18 1,056,424
N S |14f A mgs or lund bal beginning of year (from e 73, ColUMN (A)) - . . ..ot v evnieneeiannenneeennns 19 52,572
1’5 200 Ower"cha i ne ts or jund balances (attach explanation). . .............. .. . it 20
S |21} ; hﬂn"tnd of year {combine lines 18, 19, 80d 20). - « . v v s s enrsvnneneennnnenn 21 1,108,996

RFoUS1 12127100

Form 990 (2000)

%



2000

FEDERAL STATEMENTS

COMRMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

PAGE 4

52-1500977

STATEMENT 6 (CONTINUED)
FORM 990, PART V

LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES

NAME AND ADDRESS

TITLE & AVG.
HRS/WK DEVOTED COMP.

EMPLOYEE EXPENSE
BEN. PLN ACCOUNT/
CONTRIB. OTHER

PAUL G. KIRK, JR.
62 SAWMILL RD
MARSTON-MILLS, MA 02648

NEWTON N. MINOW
BANK ONE PLAZA, #4800
CHICAGO, IL 60603

JOHN C. DANFORTH
211 N. BROADWAY #3600
ST. LOUIS, MO 63102

ANTONIA HERNANDEZ
634 SOUTH SPRING ST.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014

CAROLINE KENNEDY
888 PARK AVE.
NEW YORK, NY 10021

JANET H. BROWN
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

REP. JENNIFER DUNN
1501 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFF BLDG
WASHINGTON, DC 20515

HOWARD G. BUFFET
1004 E. ILLINOIS ST.
ASSUMPTION, IL 62510

DOROTHY RIDINGS
1828 L STREET, NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

CLIFFORD L. ALEXANDER, JR.
400 C ST., NE
WASHINGTON, DC 20002

SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON
1201 SUNSHINE AVE
CODY, WY 82414

CO-CHAIRMAN $ 0 0o 0
NONE
VICE-CHAIRMAN 0 0 0
NONE
DIRECTOR 0 0 0
NONE
DIRECTOR 0 0 0
NONE
DIRECTOR 0 0 0
NONE
EXEC. DIRECTOR 450,000 0 0
40+
DIRECTOR 0 0 0
NONE
DIRECTOR 0 0 0
NONE -
DIRECTOR 0 0 0
NONE
DIRECTOR 0 0 0
NONE
DIRECTOR 0 0 0
NONE

TOTAL § 450,000 0 0




Form 990 . Return of Organization Exempt from Income Tax

Under Section 501(cz.l527, or 4947(aX1) of the Internal Revenue Code

OMB No 1545 0047

2001

: (except black lung benefit trust or pnvate foundation) Open to Public
Bf.;‘.‘n'i"“ﬁ'e"v:.'.u"‘e' s:mw * The organization may have to use a copy of lhus return to salisfy state reporting requirements Inspection
A Forthe 2001 calendar year, or tax year beginming , 2001, andending , 20
B Cneck ¢ apphcable Please use D Employer identification Numb
Adaresscnange | 1RStavel |COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES | 52-1500977
Name change o p'l‘ 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445 E Telephone number
imitat return weane |[WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020
Final retun "n'ﬁ“f F .‘.ﬁw"“ DCash Ekﬂual
Amended retun Other (spe:\L’

Apphication pending @ Section 501 (c)‘3) organizations and 494733&(12. nonexempt
cl

charnitable trusts must attach a complete edule A

(Fonm 930 or 990-E2),

G Website ® N/A

K and| are not applicable to Sechon 527 organzahons
H (@) Is this a group return tor atiiliates? D Yos m No
H (b) 1t yes entec numbder of atiiates ™

J Organization type
(check only one > |X] s010) 3 < (menno) Dawmu)w Dsn

H (€) Are all attiliates inciuced? Dn- D No :
(i no attach a list Sea instructons )

K Check here » le the organization s gross receipts are normally not more than
$25,000 The organization need not file a return with the IRS, but if the organization

H (d) 1s this a separate return nited by an
arganzation covesed by a group (uting? [—ly., m No

received a Form 990 Package in the mal, it should file a return without financial data || Enter 4 digit group GEN >

Some states require a complete return.

M Check = [juf the organization s not required

Grass receipts Add lines 6b, 8b 9b, and 10bto ine 12> 94, 009

to attach Schedule B (Form 990, 990 EZ, or 930 PF)

L
Part1 Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances (see instructions)

SCANNED AUG 19206

1 Contnbutions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts received
a Direct public support 1a 54,993
b Indirect public support 1b
¢ Government contributions (granls) 1c
9 To e S easn $ 54,993 noncasn $ ) 1d 54,993
2 Program service revenue including government fees and contracts (from Part Vi, line 93) 2
3 Membership dues and assessments 3
4 Interest on savings and temporary cash investiments 4 39.016 |
5 Dividends and interest from secunties 5
6a Gross renis 51‘
b Less renlal expenses 6b|
¢ Net rental income or (loss) (subiract line 6b from line 6a) 6c
r| 7 Other investment ncome (describe > 21 7 '
E 8a Gross amounl from sales of assets other (A) Secunities (B) Other :
N than inventory 8a i
g b Less cost or other basis and sales expenses 8b|
¢ Gain or (loss) (attach schedule) 8c|
d Net gain or (loss) (combine line 8¢, columns (A) and (B)) 8d
9 Special events and activities (attach schedule)
a Gross revenue (not including $ of contributions ,
reported on hine 1a) I‘Sal
b Less direcl expenses other than fundraising expenses
¢ Net income or (loss) from special events (subtract ine 9b from line 9a) R ECEIVED be
10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns and allowances b
b Less cost of goods sold fobl ... -~ .
¢ Gross profit or (loss) Irom sales of mventory (attach schedule) (subtract line 10D from line 10a) 9_ JuL vl ZUUZ [
11 Other revenue (from Part VII, hne 103)
12 Total revenue (add lines 1d. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6¢. 7, 8d. 9¢c. 10c, and 11) OGDEN | T 94,009
¢ | 13 Program services (from line 44, column (B)) 3 218,114
X1 14 Management and general (from line 44, column (C)) 14 161,953
£ |15 Fundraising (from line 44, column (D)) 15
§ [ 16 Payments to atfiliates (attach schedule) 16
$ | 17 TYotal expenses (add lines 16 and 44, column (A)) 17 380, 067
a| 18 Excess or (deficit) for the year (sublract line 17 from line 12) 18 -286,058
N EF 19 Net assets or fund balances at beginming of year (from line 73, column (A}) 19 1,108,996
T $ 20 Other changes In net assets or fund balances (attach explanation) 20
S| 21_Net assets or fund balances at end of year (combine hnes 18, 19, and 20) _

BAA For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions.

21 822,938
TEEADIOZL 01/01/02 Form 990 (2001) %\



2001 - FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 2

P T r el o ny
[y

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

STATEMENT 4

FORM 990, PART IV, LINE 65

OTHER LIABILITIES

PAYROLL TAX LIABILITIES $ 5,070

ROUNDING . . 5
TOTAL % 5,072

STATEMENT 5

FORM 990, PART V
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES

TITLE AND CONTRI - EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN- BUTION TO ACCOUNT/

___;__JAHE_AMLAQQEESS____WMQIEE_SAIM__EEL&_QC__JI&EB_

FRANK J FAHRENKOPF, JR CO-CHAIRMAN $ VI 0 3 0
555 13TH ST , NW #1010E NONE

WASHINGTON, DC 20004

PAUL G KIRK, JR C0-CHALIRMAN 0 0 0
62 SAWMILL RD NONE

MARSTON-MILLS, MA 02648

NEWTON N MINOW VICE-CHAIRMAN 0 0 0
BANK ONE PLAZA, #4800 NONE

CHICAGO, IL 60603 ’

JOHN C ODANFORTH DIRECTOR 0 0 0
211 N BROADWAY #3600 NONE

ST LOUIS, MO 63102

ANTONIA HERNANDEZ - OIRECTOR 0 0 0
634 SOUTH SPRING ST NONE

LOS ANGELES, CA 90014

CAROLINE KENNEDY DIRECTOR 0 0 0
888 PARK AVE NONE

NEW YORK, NY 10021

JANET H BROWN EXEC DIRECTOR 150,000 0 0
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE , NW 40+

WASHINGTON, DC 20005

REP JENNIFER DUNN DIRECTOR 0 0 0
1501 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFF BLDG NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20515

HOWARD G BUFFET DIRECTOR 0 0 0
1004 E ILLINOIS ST NONE

ASSUMPTION, IL.62510

DOROTHY RIDINGS DIRECTOR 0 0 0
1828 L STREET, NW NONE

WASHINGTON, DC 20036




]

Pl w00 w e oy
T

L T e 1'd

2001, FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 3
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
STATEMENT 5 (CONTINUED)
FORM 990, PART V
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES
TITLE AND CONTRI - EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS ~ COMPEN-  BUTION TO  ACCOUNT/
—NAME AND ADDRESS —OTHER
CLIFFORD L ALEXANDER, JR DIRECTOR $ 0 $ 0 s 0
400 C ST , NE NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20002
SEN ALAN K SIMPSON DIRECTOR 0 0 0
1201 SUNSHINE AVE NONE
CoDY, Wy 82414 .
0 3 0

TOTAL § 150,000 %

STATEMENT 6
SCHEDULE A, PART IV-A, LINE 22
OTHER INCOME

DESCRIPTION

EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT $ 10,000 % 0_$
TOTAL :’ 10,000 % 0

$ 10,000
}b 10, 000




| .
. . OMB No 1545 0047
Form'ggo. Return of Organization Exempt from Income Tax -
Under section 501(c), 527, or 4347(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code 2002
(except black lung benefit trust or pnvate foundation) 0 Publ
Department of the Treasury pen to Public
Internal Revenue Service » The orgamzalion may have to use a copy of this relurn to salisfy state reporting requirements Inspection
A For the 2002 calendar year, or tax year beginning . 2002, and ending )
B Check it applcable D Employer idenufication Numnber
Adtess crange | 18 jabe' | COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
Name change :: "I::' 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, Nw #4 4 5 E T.hphong number
el et saye |WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020
Final return "2.’:7.‘1‘ F Acgpunting Cash Accrual
Amended relurn Olher (specity) ™
Applicauon pending @ Section 501(cX3) organizations and 49435:&(2 nonexempt H and| are not apphcable to seclion 527 orgamzabions
fp:’rr':‘agg's g:’g'gso-nz‘g? attach a complet edule A H (a) Is this 2 group relurn far atihates? D Yes E] No
H (b) 1t Yes enter number cf atiiliates ™
G Website.™ N/A
- H (€) Ase all affibates included? [:] Yes D Ro
J Orgamization (If No altach a st See wistuctions )
(cageck only orz . > I—] 501(c) 3 % (nsetno) D 4947(a)(1) or D 52y 2 181 See iuctons
K Check here ™ Duf the organization's gross receipts are normally not more than H (d) 15 s » separate seturn fied by an
$25,000 The orgamization need not file a return with the IRS, but if the organization oganaation covered ty 3 group wirg? [ ves [X] o
received a Form 990 Package in the mail, it should file a return without financial data | | Enter 4 digit GEN -
Some states require 2 complete return M Check » D if the orgamzalion 1s not required
L Gross receipts Add lines 6b, 8b, 9b, and 10bto line 12 > 25,777 1o attach Schedule 8 (Farm 930, 930 EZ, or 930 PF)

[PartT_[Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Efglgces (See Instruclions)
ﬂ 1 Conlributions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts received
;5 a Direct public support 1a 15,000
‘; b Indirect public supporl 1b
E] ¢ Government contnibutions (grants) 1c
4 d o R caen 15,000  roncawn $ ) 1
Program service revenue including government fees and contracts (from Part Vil line 93) 2
Membership dues and assessments 3
Interest on savings and temporary cash investments 4
Dividends and interest from securities 5
6a Gross renls 62
b Less rental expenses 6b
¢ Net rental income or (loss) (subtracl line 6b from line 6a) 6¢
7 Other investiment income (describe > )} 27
8a Gross amount from sales of assels other (A) Secunities (B) Other
than inventory 8a
b Less cost ar other basis and sales expenses 8b
€ Gan or (loss) (attach schedule) 8cl
d Nel gain or (loss) {combine line 8 columns (A) and (B)) 8d
9 Special events and activilies (attach schedule)
a Gross revenue (nol including $ of contributions
reported on hne 1a) Sa‘
b Less direct expenses other than fundraising expenses 9b[
¢ Net income or (loss) from special events (subtract line b from line 9a) e 9¢
102 Gross sales of inventory, less returns and allowances . _J0a
b Less cost of goods sold R et
c Gross prolit or (loss) from sales of inventory (attach schedule) (subtract line 10b frgm i )’/ 10¢c
11 Other revenue (from Part Vi1, ine 103) n
12 Total revenue (add lines 1d, 2, 3 4. 5, 6¢, 7. 8d, 9¢, 10c, and 11) S\mﬁ\’ g 1 2?03 12 © 25,7717
13 Program services (from line 44, column (B)) N -L’...-.— ’-0'-{- J 13 251,110
14 Management and general (from line 44, column (C)) OGDE&___,.. 14 124,215
15 Fundraising (from line 44, column (D)) " 15
16 Payments to affiiates (attach schedule) 16
17 _Total expenses (add lines 16 and 44, column (A)) 17 375,325
al 18 Excess or (deticit) tor the year (subtract ine 17 from line 12) 18 -349,548
" g" 19 Net assets or fund balances at beginning of year (from hine 73, column (A)) 19 822,938

d 15,000

10,777

U obh whN

mczm<man

ML ZMUXm

SCANNED  DEC 1 6 2003

$ € 20 Other changes in net assels or fund balances (attach explanation) 20
S| 21 Net assets or fund balances at end of year (combine lines 18, 19, and 20) 21 473,390
BAA For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions TEEADIO7L 09/04/02 . Form 990 (2002)

\¥



2002 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 2
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

STATEMENT 5
FORM 990, PART V
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES

TITLE AND CONTRI- EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN- BUTION TO ACCOUNT/
NAME AND ADDRESS PER WEEK DEVOTED SATION EBP & DC OTHER
FRANK J FAHRENKOPF, JR CO-CHAIRMAN 0 0
555 13TH ST , NW #1010E NONE -
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
PAUL G KIRK, JR CO-CHAIRMAN 0 0
62 SAWMILL RD NONE
MARSTON-MILLS, MA 02648
NEWTON N MINOW VICE-CHAIRMAN 0 0
BANK ONE PLAZA, #4800 NONE
CHICAGO, IL 60603
JOHN C DANFORTH VICE-CHAIRMAN 0 "0
211 N BROADWAY #3600 NONE
ST LOUIS, MO 63102
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ SECRETARY 0 0
634 SOUTH SPRING ST NONE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014
CAROLINE KENNEDY DIRECTOR 0 0
888 PARK AVE NONE
NEW YORK, NY 10021
JANET H BROWN EXEC DIRECTOR 150,000 0
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE , NW 40+
WASHINGTON, DC 20005
REP JENNIFER DUNN DIRECTOR 0 0
1501 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFF BLDG NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20515
HOWARD G BUFFET TREASURER 0 0
1004 E ILLINOIS ST NONE
ASSUMPTION, IL 62510
DOROTHY RIDINGS DIRECTOR 0 0
1828 L STREET, NW NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
SEN ALAN K SIMPSON DIRECTOR 0 0
1201 SUNSEINE AVE NONE
CODY, WY 82414
TOTAL § 150,000 §$ 0




Form 990 Return of Organization Exempt from Income Tax

Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code

OMB No 1545-0047

2003

‘
Y ) (except blac lung benefit trust or private foundation) o
pen to Public
El?ep:\rgl“l%:\‘mo:lr sl’r%?u‘." "l » The organization may have to-use a copy of this return to satisfy state reporting requirements Inspection
A For the 2003 calendar year, or tax year beginning ; 2003, and ending :
B Check f apphicable j D Employer Identificsion Numbor
Address change | & asnr’ | COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
Name change o ':,':' 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #44S E Telephone number
Initial return l:pse:rﬂc WASHINGTON' DC 20036-6802 202"872 1020
Final return m' AW'"' Er(:ash E Accrual
Amended return DOthar (specity) ™
Appication pending @ Section 501(c)(3) organizations and 4 Saga nonexempt H and| are not applicable to sechan 527 organizations
charitable trusts must attach a complete

(Form 990 or 930-E2). edule A H (@) 1s thus a group return for atiliates” D Yos @ No

G Web site: ™ N/A
J Organization type
(check only one » ‘Z‘ 5019 3 < (nsenmo) D 3947(a)(1) or Dsﬂ

K Check here ™ le the organization's gross receipts are normally not more than
$25,000 The organization need not file a return with the IRS, but if the organization

H (b) ¥ "Yes," enter number of affihates ™

H (c) Are all affiiates included?
(if ‘No," attach a list See instructions )

we

H (d) s this a separate return fited by an
organtzation covered by a group ruting? ﬂ Yes lxl No

receved a Form 990 Package in the mail, 1t should file a return without financial data. | | Group Exemption Number  ®™

Some states require a complete return. M - Check *

Gross receipts: Add lines 6b, 8b, 9b, and 10bto line 12 , ™ 442, 924.

{__[f the organization 1s not required

to attach Schedule B (Form 990, 990-EZ, or 930-PF).

.

ii-3] Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances (See Instructions

1 Contnbutions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts received:
a Direct public support . .| la

440,000.

b Indirect public support e . . 1b

¢ Government contributions (grants) . . 1c

9 o 20 S easn § 440,000, noncash $ )
Program service revenue including government fees and contracts (from Part Vil, ine 93)
Membership dues and assessments
Interest on savings and temporary cash investments
Dividends and interest from securities

6aGrossrents . . . 6a

N LwWwN

440,000.

2,924.

b Less rental expenses . 6b

¢ Net rental income or (loss) (subtract line 6b from line 6a)
7 Other investment income (descnbe >

8a Gross amount from sales of assets other

(A) Secunties (B) Other

than inventory . . . . 8a

mCZmM<Mm>D

b Less: cost or other basis and sales expenses . . . 8b

¢ Gain or (loss) (attach schedule) 8c

d Net gain or (loss) (combine line 8¢, columns (A) and (B))

9 Special events and activities (attach schedule). |f any amount i1s from gaming, check here
a Gross revenue (not including $ of contributions

reported on line 1a) . . 9a

N

121

b Less. direct expenses other than fundraising expenses . . . .| 9b

¢ Net income or (loss) from special events (subtract line 9b from line 9a)
10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns and allowarnces . 10a

b Less: cost of goods sold . 10b

¢ Gross profit or (loss) from sales of inventory (anach schedule) (subtract |me 10b from hine 10a)
11 Other revenue (from Part ViI, ine 103)
12 Total revenue (add lines 1d, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6¢, 7, 8d, 9c, 10ci and 11)

10¢

EIVED

3
y

DEN, UT

19 2004

IRS-0S

n

12

442,924.

13 Program services (from line 44, column (B))

14 Management and general (from line 44, column (C))
15 Fundraising (from line 44, column (D))

16 Payments to affihates (attach schedule)}

17 Total expenses (add lines 16 and 44, column (A))

omAZmoxXm

13

344,353,

14

148, 242.

15

16

17

492, 595.

18 Excess or (deficit) for the year (subtract iine 17 from hne 12)

19 Net assets or fund balances at beginning of year (from line 73, column (A)).
20 Other changes in net assets or fund balances (attach explanation) .

21 _Net assets or fund balances at end of year (combine lines 18, 19, and 20)

-m2
P4AmAand

18

-49,671.

19

473,390,

2

423,719.

BAA For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions. TEEAOI07L 10/03/03

SCANNED SEP 2 8 2004

Form 990 (2003)

N




2003 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 2
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
STATEMENT 4
FORM 990, PART IV, LINE 58
OTHER ASSETS
ROUNDING i . 2.
TOTAL §__ 2.
STATEMENT 5
FORM 990, PART IV, LINE 65
OTHER LIABILITIES
PAYROLL TAX LIABILITIES e $ 1,372.
TOTAL §_ 1,372,
STATEMENT 6
FORM 990, PART V
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES
TITLE AND CONTRI- EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN- BUTION TO ACCOUNT/
. __NaME AND ADDRESS _EBP & PC

FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR.
555 13TH ST., NW #1010E
WASHINGTON, DC 20004

PAUL G. KIRK, JR.
62 SAWMILL RD
MARSTON-MILLS, MA 02648

NEWTON N. MINOW
BANK ONE PLAZA, #4800
CHICAGO, IL 60603

JOHN C. DANFORTH
211 N. BROADWAY #3600
ST. LOUIS, MO 63102

ANTONIA HERNANDEZ
634 SOUTH SPRING ST.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90014

CAROLINE KENNEDY
888 PARK AVE.
NEW YORK, NY 10021

JANET H. BROWN
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

REP. JENNIFER DUNN
1501 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFF BLDG
WASHINGTON, DC 20515

CO~CHAIRMAN
NONE

CO-CHAIRMAN
NONE

VICE-CHAIRMAN
NONE

VICE-CHAIRMAN
NONE

SECRETARY
NONE

DIRECTOR
NONE

EXEC. DIRECTOR
40+

DIRECTOR
NONE




PAGE 3

2003 FEDERAL STATEMENTS
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
STATEMENT 6 (CONTINUED)
FORM 990, PAR
LIST OF OFFICERS DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES
TITLE AND CONTRI-  EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN-  BUTION TO ACCOUNT/
. _NAME AND ADDRESS ____ PER WEEK DEVOTED ___ SATION  _EBP & DC __ _OTHER
HOWARD G. BUFFET TREASURER $ 0. 8 0.8 0.
1004 E. ILLINOIS ST. NONE
ASSUMPTION, IL 62510
DOROTHY RIDINGS DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1828 L STREET, NW NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1201 SUNSHINE AVE NONE
CODY, WY 82414
' TOTAL § 152,083 3 0. 3 0.

STATEMENT 7
SCHEDULE A, PART IV-A, LINE 22
OTHER INCOME

— DESCRIPTION ~  _(A) 2002 _(B) 2001 _(C) 2000 _ (D) 1999 _ (E) TOTAL

EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT

TOTAL §

0. $ 0. $ 10,000. 8§ 0. $ 10,000.
0. § 0. § 10,000. § 0. $ 10,000.
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Form 9‘:90

L)

Department of the Treasury
Intemnal Revence Service

Return of Organization Exempt from Income Tax

Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947$ax1 of the Il:te;nal ge'\_len;le Code
rust or private foundation

(except black lung benetfit

OMB No 1545 0047

2004

Open to Public

* The organization may have to use a copy of this return to satisfy state reporting requirements Inspection

A For the 2004 calendar - year, or tax year beginning

, 2004, and ending '

B Check if apphcable

D Employer Identfication Number

Addrass change | '8 laber’ | COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

Name changs :: ';:‘. 1 2 0 0 NEW HAMPSH I RE AVENUE ’ NW # 4 4 5 E Telephone numbar

Ikl rouam specne [WASHINGTION, DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020

Final retumn "Oli:msc' F Q‘.ﬁ;‘.’&'ﬁ“’ "9 D Cash @ Accrual

Amended return Other (specify) >

Applicaton pending @ Section 501(c)$3) organizations and 494752(1) nonexempt H and\ are not applicable to section 527 org

fp:rl;ltt‘agslg LTSSSO _nEug'( attach a completed Schedule A : ::; :: :.s a group re:m for a'mnacesl [:] Yes @ No
. es,’ enter number of affihates
G_Wob site: > N/A H () Are all affilates included? [:]v" D No
J O izat! o, a alist See nstructions
(c;geacrl?g:u')? %r‘\% ¢ > EI 501(c) 3 4 (nsertno) D 4947(2)()) or [_] 527 (1 Mo attach a lat See wncructons)

K Check here > I___]n’ the organization's gross receipts are normally not more than
$25,000 The organization need not file a return with the IRS; but If the organization

received a Form 990 Package in the mail, it should file a return without financial data

Some states require a complete retumn.

H (d) Is tus a separate retum filad by an
organization covered by a group ruhng? I-—ly“ IXl No

| Group Exemption Number >

Gross receipts” Add lines 6b, 8b, 9b, and 10b to ine 12 ™ 4,175, 903.

M Check » D if the organizalion 1s not required
to attach Schedule B (Form 990, 930-E2, or 930-PF)

L
fPart1_ [Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances (See Instructions)

b Indirect public

otal (add

6a Gross rents

than inventory

d Ta through m‘(cash $
2 Program service revenue including government fees and contracts (from Part VI, line 93)
3 Membership dues and assessments
4 Interest on savings and temporary cash investments
5 Dividends and interest from securities

support

c Government contributions (grants)

1 Coniributions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts received:
a Direct public support

la

4,129,000.

1b

1c

4, 129, 000. noncash $

b Less' rental expenses .
¢ Net rental Income or (loss) (subftract line 6b from line 6a)
7 Other investment income (describe >

8a Gross amount from sales of assets other

b Less: cost or other basis and sales expenses
¢ Gain or (loss) (attach schedule) STATEMENT 1
d Net gain or (loss) (combine line 8c, columns (A) and (B)) ;
9 Special events and activities (attach schedule) If any amount is from gaming, check here ’D
a Gross revenue (notincluding $ of contributions
reported on Iine 1a)
b Less. direct expenses other than fundraising expenses
¢ Net income or (loss) from special events (subtract line Sb from line 9a)
10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns and allowances
b Less cost of goods sold
¢ Gross profit or (loss) from sales of nventory (attach schedule) (subtract line 10b from line 10a)
11 Other revenue (from Part Vii, ine 103)
12 Total revenue (add lines 1d, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6¢, 7, 8d, 9¢, 10¢,

)

6a

d 4,129,000.

23,959.

Vidjw|Nn|=

20,750.

6b

6¢c 20,750.
) 7

(A) Securities

(B) Other

2,194.

8b

2,798.

8¢

-605.

&d -605.

9b

10a

9¢

10b

10¢

Ak

anJ n, RECEIVED 12 1,173,104,

"nmnEZEMY XM

13 Program services {from line 44, column (B)) 9_
14 Management and general (from line 44, column (C)) (] oc v

15 Fundraising (from line 44, column (D)) FJ T 07 2605
16 Payments to affilates (attach schedule)

17 Total expenses (add lines 16 and 44, column (A))

--mz
n-maund>

13 3,131,843.

14 292,521.

15 9,438,

16

IRS-OSC

17 3,433,802,

18 Excess or (deficit) for the year (subtract ine 17 from line 12)

19 Net assets or fund balances at beginning of year (from line 73, column (A))
20 Other changes in net assets or fund balances (attach explanation)

21 Net assets or fund balances at end ot year (combine lines 18, 19, and 20)

OGDEN, T

18 739,302,

19 423,719.

20

21 | 1,163,021.

BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions.

TEEADIOTL 01/07/05 Form 990 (2004)



2004 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 3
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
STATEMENT 7
FORM 990, PART V
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES
TITLE AND CONTRI- EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN- BUTION TO ACCOUNT/
NAME AND ADDRESS PER WEEK DEVOTED SATION EBP & DC OTHER

FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR. CO-CHATRMAN $ 0. § 0. $ 0.
555 13TH ST., NW #1010E NONE .
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
PAUL G. KIRK, JR. CO-CHATRMAN 0. 0. 0.
62 SAWMILL RD NONE
MARSTON-MILLS, MA 02648
NEWION N. MINOW VICE-CHAIRMAN 0. Q. 0.
BANK ONE PLAZA, #4800 NONE
CHICAGO, IL 60603
JOHN C. DANFORTH VICE-CHAIRMAN 0. 0. 0.
211 N. BROADWAY #3600 NONE
ST. LOUIS, MO 63102
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ SECRETARY 0. 0. 0.
445 S. FIGUEROA ST. SUITE 3400 NONE
LOS ANGELES, CA %0071
H. PATRICK SWYGERT DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
2400 SIXTH ST., NW SUITE 402 NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20059
CAROLINE KENNEDY DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
888 PARK AVE. NONE
NEW YORK, NY 10021
JANET H. BROWN EXEC. DIRECTOR 175,000. 0. 0.
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW 40+
WASHINGTON, DC 20005
HON. JENNIFER DUNN DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1200 19TH ST., NW NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
HOWARD G. BUFFET TREASURER 0. 0. 0.
407 S. MORELAND PL. NONE
DECATUR, IL 62521
DOROTHY RIDINGS DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1828 L STREET, NW NONE
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON ﬁIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1201 SUNSHINE AVE NONE
CoDY, WY 82414

TOTAL §  175,000. § 0. 8 0.




SCANNED ROV 15 2006

Form 990 Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax

Under section 501(c), 527, or 4347(a)1) of the Internal Revenue Code
(except black lung benefit trust or private foundation)

Inlernal Revenue Serwcs:'y » The organmization may have to use a copy of this return to satisfy state reporting requirements

Department of the Trea:

OMB No 1545-0047

2005

Open to Public
Inspection

A For the 2005 calendar year, or tax year beginning

, 2005, and ending

B Check if applicable

Address change | e iais®| COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES
orpnnt (1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445

Name change or typo

i see  |WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802
nial return specific
Final return "lll‘o':n‘f

Amended return

D e, . tdortifieat, N -

52-1500977

E Tolephone number
202-872-1020

F meihod. "

easn [X]accnai

Other (specity) >

Application pending @ Section 501(cX3) organizations and 49478?(12‘ nonexempt
charitable trusts must attach a completed Schedule A
(Form 990 or 990-E2).

G_Web site: ™ N/A

J Organization type
(check only one > IE 501(c)

3 < (nsetno) D 4947(2)(1) or DSZI

K Check here ™ E] if the organization's gross receipts are normally not more than

$25,000 The organization need not file a return with the IRS, but if the organization

chooses 1o file a return, be sure to file a complete return Some states require a
complete return.

H and\ are not applicabie to secion 527 organizahions
H (a) 1s thus a graup return for affihates?

H (b) 1f “Yes.’ enter number of affibates ™
H (c) Are all attilates included?

Clves ] e
v [Joe

(If "No," attach a lisi See instructions )

H (d) s this a separate return filed by an

orgamization covered by a group ruling? r-l Yes |x| No

Group Exemption Number

>

L Gross receipts Add lines 6b, 8b, 9b, and 10btone 12 *> 31, 319.

Check *»

E if the organizatton is not required

to attach Schedule B (Form 990, 990-EZ, or 990-PF).

[Part 1 TRevenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances (See Instructions

1 Contributions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts received ‘4 '
a Direct public support 1 a| 529. 3
b Indirect public support 1b| ;;
¢ Government contributions (grants) 1c[
d Tl e 8% casn $ 529. noncasn § ) 1d 529.
2 Program service revenue including government fees and contracts (from Part Vii, ine 93) 2
3 Membership dues and assessments 3
4 Interest on savings and temporary cash investments 4 30,190.
5 Dwvidends and interest from securities 5
6a°Gross rents 6a 600. »‘ty
b Less rental expenses 6b 9
¢ Net rental income or (loss) (subtract line 6b from line 62) 6¢c 600.
s | 7 Other nvestment income (describe > )1 7
\:' 8a Gross amount from sales of assets other (A) Securities (B) Other
N than inventory 8a .
g b Less cost or other basis and sales expenses 8b i‘ﬂ
¢ Gain or (loss) (attach schedule) 8¢ ¥
d Net gain or (loss) (combine inE B¢, ¢ sﬁpglﬁ@ 8d
9 Special events and activities (djta c from gaming, check here >D .%
a Gross revenue (not including : tributions ¥
reported on line 1a) ™~ 0] 9a|
b Less direct expenses other than fu drals_m_g_e_xgenses ‘-.'.ﬂ. 9h] ™
¢ Net income or (loss) from specid] even WN\? Eﬂ?om Iije 92) ] 9c
108a Gross sales of inventory, less retprn 10a g
b Less cost of goods sold 10b :
¢ Gross profit or (loss) from sales of inventory (attach schedule) (subtract line 10b from line 10a) 10c
11 Other revenue (from Part VII, ine 103) 1
12 Total revenue (add lines 1d, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6¢, 7, 8d, 9¢, 10c, and 11) 12 31,319.
¢ | 13 Program services (from line 44, column (B)) 13 163,669,
X | 14 Management and general (from line 44, column (C)) 14 258,105.
& | 15 Fundraising (from hne 44, column (D)) 15 9,100.
$ | 16 Payments to affiliates (attach schedule) 16
S | 17 Total expenses (add lines 16 and 44, column (A)) 17 430,874.
a| 18 Excess or (deficit) for the year (subtract line 17 from line 12) 18 -399,555.
N § 19 Net assets or fund balances at beginning of year (from line 73, column (A)) 19 1,163,021.
T £[ 20 Other changes in net assets or fund balances (attach explanation) 20
5] 21 Net assets or fund balances at end of year (combine lines 18, 19, and 20) 21 763,466.
BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions. TEEAOI09L 02/03/06 Form 990 (2005)

\1




2005 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 2
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
STATEMENT 5
FORM 990, PART V-A
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES
TITLE AND CONTRI-  EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN-  BUTION TO ACCOUNT/
NAME AND ADDRESS PER WEEK DEVOTED __ SATION EBP & DC OTHER
FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR. CO-CHAIRMAN $ 0. % 0. % 0.
555 13TH ST., NW #1010E 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
PAUL G. KIRK, JR. CO-CHAIRMAN 0. 0. 0.
62 SAWMILL RD 0
MARSTON-MILLS, MA 02648
NEWTON N. MINOW VICE-CHAIRMAN 0. 0. 0.
BANK ONE PLAZA, #4800 0
CHICAGO, IL 60603
JOHN C. DANFORTH VICE-CHAIRMAN 0. 0. 0.
211 N. BROADWAY #3600 0
ST. LOUIS, MO 63102
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ SECRETARY 0. 0. 0.
445 S. FIGUEROA ST. SUITE 3400 0
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
H. PATRICK SWYGERT DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
2400 SIXTH ST., NW SUITE 402 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20059
CAROLINE KENNEDY DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
888 PARK AVE. 0
NEW YORK, NY 10021
JANET H. BROWN EXEC. DIRECTOR 175,000. 0. 0.
1200° NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW 0 .
WASHINGTON, DC 20005
HON. JENNIFER DUNN DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1200 19TH ST., NW 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
HOWARD G. BUFFET TREASURER 0. 0. 0.
407 S. MORELAND PL. 0
DECATUR, IL 62521
DOROTHY RIDINGS DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1828 L STREET, NW 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1201 SUNSHINE AVE 0
CODY, WY 82414
TOTAL §__175,000. § 0. 3 0.




\
; OMB No 1545 0047
\ F " . .
. rom 990 Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax 2006
Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947(a)('|2 of the Internal Revenue Code
. (except black lung benefit trust or private foundation) o "
Department of the Treasury pen to Public
Internal Revenue Service » The organization may have lo use a copy of this return to satisfy state reporting requirements Inspection
A For the 2006 calendar year, or tax year beginning , 2006, and ending )
B Check 1f appicable [ D Employer identification Number
Address change | RS 1aber | COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
Name change o ’;’:‘ 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445 E Telephono number
Imtial relurn 'spso':‘l'ﬁ: WASHINGTON' DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020
Final return Yons. F ASiunong DCash E]Mxlual
Amended retuin Other (specity) ™
Appication pending  ® Section 501(c)X3) organizations and 494752(1& nonexempt H and$ are not applicable to section 527 orgamizations
charitable trusts must attach a completed Schedule A H (@) 1s tus a group return tor atfihiates? Yes IZ] No
] (Form 990 or 990-E2). H (b) 11 'Yes.' enter number of affiiates ™
G_Web site: > N/A H (C) Are all affihales ncluded? [(Jves [we
J Organizalion (If 'No." attach a list See inslructions )
(check only ot‘% > lz] 501(c) 3 < (nserino) [—] 4947(a)(1) or D 527 | H (d) is tus a separate return tiled by an
K Check here ’T__]nl the organization 1s not a 509(a)(3) supporting orgamzation and its organization covered by a group ing® [ Jves [X] o
gross receipts are normally not more than $25,000. A return 1s not required, but if the | I Group Exemption Number >
organization chooses (o file a return, be sure {o file a complete return M Check » l._l" the organizaion 15 not required
Gross receipls Add lines 6b, 8b, 9b, and 10btohne 12 > 122, 047. to attach Schedule B (Form 990, §30-E2, or 390-PF)

i:| Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances (See the mstructions.)

1 Contributions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts received ;,'?§\
a Contributions to donor advised funds 1a 90, 000. %
b Direct public support (not included on line 1a) 1b) 'gééa
¢ Indirect public support (not included on line 1a) 1c '-J‘:; \
d Government contributions (grants) (not included on hne 1a) 1d _",
T (0 casn $ 90, 000. noncash 1e 90, 000.
2 Program service revenue including government 1eeaimmﬁ.3ne 93) 2
3 Membership dues and assessments IRS - OSC -534 3
4 Inlerest on savings and temporary cash investments 4 22,750.
5 Dividends and interest from secunties .. OCT l 5 2007 5
6a Gross rents | ea 600. | '-t"'
b Less. rental expenses ‘. b P
c Net rental income or (loss) Subtract ne 6b from hne QGDEN"‘U 6¢C 600.
r| 7 Other investment Income (describe > ) . Z
g 8a Gross amount from sales of assets other (A) Secuniies (B) Other :{:’i
N than inventory 8a ,,‘311
H b Less cost or other basis and sales expenses 8b RRY
¢ Gam or (loss) (attach schedule) 8c B
d Net gain or (loss) Combine line 8¢, columns (A) and (B) . | 8d
9 Special events and activities (attach schedule). if any amount 1s from gaming, check here ’D i "g
a Gross revenue (not including  $ of contributions A A
R
reported on line 1b) 9a g
b Less' direct expenses other than fundraising expenses . 9b ‘N
¢ Net income or (loss) from special evenls Subtract ine 9b from hne 9a 9¢c
“10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns and allowances 10a g
bless cost of goods sold 10b XA
¢ Gross profit or (loss) from sales of inventory (attach schedule) Subtract ine 10b from line 10a 10¢c
S 11 Other revenue (from Pari VI, line 103) n 8,697.
12 Total revenue. Add lines le, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6¢, 7, 8d, 9¢c, 10c, and 11 12 122,047.
13 Program services (from ling 44, column (B)) 13 168,641,
X | 14 Management and general (from hne 44, column (C)) 14 166, 912.
g 15 Fundraising (from line 44, column (D)) 15 18,364.
16 Payments to affiliates (altach schedule) 16
_“i 17 Total expenses. Add lines 16 and 44, column (A) 17 353,917.
o .4l 18 Excess or (defici) for the year Sublract ine 17 from line 12 18 ~-231,870.
g § 19 Net assets or fund balances at beginning of year (from fine 73, column (A)) 19 763, 466.
™¥E| 20 Other changes in net assets or fund balances (attach explanation) 20
S| 21 Net assets or fund balances at end of year. Combine lines 18, 19, and 20 P4 531,596,

BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions.

TeEAO15L ov2z07  Form 990 (2006)

!




2006 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 2
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52.1500977
STATEMENT 4 (CONTINUED)
FORM 990, PART V-A
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES
TITLE AND CONTRI-  EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN-  BUTION TO ACCOUNT/
___NAME._AND_ADDBE_S____. PER WEEK DEVOTED ___SATION _ _EBP & DC___ OTHER
PAUL G. KIRK, JR. ' CO-CHAIRMAN $ 0.8 0. 8 0.
62 SAWMILL RD 0
MARSTON-MILLS, MA 02648
NEWTON N. MINOW VICE-CHAIRMAN 0. 0 0.
BANK ONE PLAZA, #4800 0
CHICAGO, IL 60603
JOHN C. DANFORTH VICE-CHAIRMAN 0. 0 0.
211 N. BROADWAY #3600 0
ST. LOUIS, MO 63102
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ SECRETARY 0. 0 0.
445 S. FIGUEROA ST. SUITE 3400 0
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
H. PATRICK SWYGERT DIRECTOR 0. 0 0.
2400 SIXTH ST., NW SUITE 402 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20059
MICHAEL D. MCCURRY DIRECTOR 0. 0 0.
633 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW 4TH 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
CAROLINE KENNEDY DIRECTOR 0 0 0.
888 PARK AVE. 0
NEW YORK, NY 10021
JANET H. BROWN EXEC. DIRECTOR 175, 000. 0. 0.
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20005
HON. JENNIFER DUNN DIRECTOR 0 0. 0.
1200 19TH ST., MW 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
HOWARD G. BUFFET TREASURER 0. 0 0.
407 S. MORELAND PL. 0
DECATUR, IL 62521
DOROTHY RIDINGS DIRECTOR 0. 0 0.
1828 L STREET, NW 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON DIRECTOR 0. 0 0.
1201 SUNSHINE AVE )
CODY, WY 82414
TOTAL § 175,000, 3 0. 3§ 0.




. ram990

Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax

Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code
(except black lung benefit trust or private foundation)

OMB No 1545-0047

2007

G Web site:™ N/A

(Form 990 or 990-E2),

[

(check only ol

o] izati
rganization %ﬂi

»

=

Check here » le the organization 1s nol a 509(a)(3) supporting organization and its

gross receipts are normally not more than $25,000 A return i1s nol required, but if the
organization chooses to file a return, be sure to file 3 complete return M Check *

H (b) 1t "Yes. enter number ot attiliales ™

H (C) Are anl attiates included?
(It No.’ attach a lisi See instruclions )

m 501(c) 3 < (nserdno) D 4947(a)(1) or D 527 |H (d) 1s this a separate return fited by an

organization covered by a group ruhing? I_l Yos m No

Eﬁé".}.'é'.“ﬁ'é‘vé’.'u'.'é’ SE::CS:( y| * The organization may have to use a copy of this return to satisfy state reporting requirements. Og::;gclt’i::hc
A For the 2007 calendar year, or tax year beginning , 2007, and ending ,
B Check f applicable c D Employer Identification Numbor

adaess chonge | ineiaia’|COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

Name change :: ';"',' 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE ’ NW #445 ﬁclaphum number

Imitiat return r::.':’:‘."r: WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020

Terminalfon tions F ﬁ‘.ﬁﬁ.“a‘y"' DCash @Acclual

Amended return Other (specity) *

I I { i H e n
8 S abIa o Aie Tt sHah 5 CompIotes At AT | B oy v s oo vt i st Clves [ we

[Jves [Jwe

Group Exemption Number

»>

Gross receipls Add lines 6b, 8b, 9b, and 10btolne 12 > 5,899, 642.

[__I If the orgamzation 1s not required
to attach Schedufe B (Form 990, 990-E2Z, or 990-PF)

L
{Part] | Revenue, Expenses, and Changes in Net Assets or Fund Balances (See the instructions.)

1 Contributions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts received:

I BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions.

§ a Conlinbutions lo donor advised funds 1a
o~ b Direct public support (not included on line 13) 1b 5,750,042.
@ ¢ Indirect public support (not included on line 13) 1¢
g d Government contributions (grants) (not included on hine 1a) 1d}
o[ © Te e $ 5,674,000, noncesn $ 76,042 ., le 5,750,042,
N | 2 Program service revenue including government fees and contracts (from Part VII, hne 93) 2
@ 3 dempbership dues and Asse menis 3
ul| 4 ; porary cash investments 4 20,631.
% 5 and-inlézest from.s. ies 5
6a Giosk rents 172} 6a 2,400.
ﬁ b ] reALGdeBe2008 58 &b
¢ Net fental e_or_(loss). Sutsitact line 6b from hne 62 6c 2,400.
2 7 g L d )| -7
v oo (A) Securities (B) Other
£ 8a than inventory other 126,569.] 8a
¥ b Less cost or other basis and sales expenses 126,044.] 8b
¢ Gain or (loss) (attach schedule) STATEMENT 1 525.] 8¢
d Net gain or (loss) Combine hne 8¢, columns (A) and (B) 8d 525.
9 Special events and activilies (attach schedule) 1f any amount 1s from gaming, check here ’D
a Gross revenue (not including $ of contnibutions
reported on line 1b) 9i
b Less direct expenses other than fundraising expenses . 9b|
¢ Net income or (loss) from special events Subtraci line 9b from line 9a 9¢
10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns and allowances . 10a
b Less cost of goods sold 10b
¢ Gross profit or (loss) from sales of inventory (atlach schedule) Subtract hine 10b from Iine 10a 10¢
11 Other revenue (from Part VII, line 103) . 1
12 Total revenue. Add lines le, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6¢, 7, 8d, 9¢, 10¢, and 11 12 5,773,598.
el 13 " Program services (from line 44, column (B)) 13 350, 745.
X | 14 Management and general (from line 44, column (C)) 14 209, 857.
E |15 Fundraising (from line 44, column (D)) 15 9,223.
E 16 Payments to affiiates (attach schedule) 16
S | 17 Total expenses. Add lines 16 and 44, column (A) 17 569, 825.
al 18 Excess or (deficit) for the year Subtracl ine 17 from hine 12 18 5,203,773.
N §] 19 Nel assets or fund balances at beginning of year (from line 73, column (A)) 19 531,596.
T $ED Other changes in nel assets or fund balances (atlach explanation) 20
S| 21 Net assels or fund balances at end of year Combine lines 18, 19, and 20 21 5,735, 369.
TEEADIOSL 1227707  Form 990 (2007)

-




| |2007 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 2

P . B [P T O

| COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52.1500977
| .
STATEMENT 4
FORM 990, PART IV, LINE 58
OTHER ASSETS
DEPOSITS AND OTHER ASSETS s 7,899,
TOTAL & 7.899
STATEMENT 5
FORM 990, PART IV, LINE 65
OTHER LIABILITIES
ROUNDING $
TOTAL § 1
STATEMENT 6
FORM 990, PART V-A
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES
TITLE AND CONTRI-  EXPENSE
AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN-  BUTION TO ACCOUNT/
NAME AND ADDRESS PER WEEK DEVOTED __ SATION EBP & DC_ __ OTHER
FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR. CO-CHAIRMAN $ 0. % 0. s 0.
555 13TH ST., NW #1010E 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20004
PAUL G. KIRK, JR. CO-CHAIRMAN 0. 0. 0.
62 SAWMILL RD 0

MARSTON-MILLS, MA 02648

NEWTON N. MINOW VICE-CHAIRMAN 0. 0. 0.
BANK ONE PLAZA, #4800 0
CHICAGO, IL 60603

JOHN C. DANFORTH VICE-CHAIRMAN 0. 0. 0.
211 N. BROADWAY #3600 0
ST. LOUIS, MO 63102

ANTONIA HERNANDEZ SECRETARY 0. 0. 0.
445 S§. FIGUEROA ST. SUITE 3400 0
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071

H. PATRICK SWYGERT DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
2400 SIXTH ST., NW SUITE 402 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20059

. MICHAEL D. MCCURRY DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
| 633 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., NW 4TH 0
! WASHINGTON, DC 20004
CAROLINE KENNEDY DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
888 PARK AVE. 0

NEW YORK, NY 10021




2007 FEDERAL STATEMENTS PAGE 3

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

STATEMENT 6 (CONTINUED)
FORM 990, PART V-A
LIST OF OFFICERS, DIRECTORS, TRUSTEES, AND KEY EMPLOYEES

TITLE AND CONTRI- EXPENSE

AVERAGE HOURS COMPEN- BUTION TO ACCOUNT/
—— NAME AND ADDRESS =~ PER DEVOTED __SATION  EBP & DC __OTHER
JANET H. BROWN EXEC. DIRECTOR $ 175,000. $ 0. $ 0.
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW <0
WASHINGTON, DC 20005
HOWARD G. BUFFET TREASURER 0. 0. 0.
407 S. MORELAND PL. 0
DECATUR, IL 62521
DOROTHY RIDINGS DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1828 L STREET, NW 0
WASHINGTON, DC 20036
SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON DIRECTOR 0. 0. 0.
1201 SUNSHINE AVE 0

CODY, WY 82414

TOTAL § 175,000. $ 0. S 0.




Exhibit 58



. .' Form 990

OMB No 1345 0047

Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax

2008

Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947‘3)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code

(except black lung benefit trust or private foundation)
Department of the Tieasury

Inleinal Revenue Service

» The orgamization may have to use a copy of this return to sabisfy state reporting requirements

Open to Public Inspection

For the 2008 calendar year, or tax year beginning

, 2008, and ending

B Check it apphcable Pl
Address change | 1RS lavel {COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES
Name change ofnt 11200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445

See  |WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802

Inilial retwn specific
Instruc-
Termination tions

Amended retwin

]
D Employer Identification Number

52-1500877

E Telephone number

202-872-1020

G Gross receipis $

1,213,309,

F Name and address of pincipal officer
SAME AS C ABOVE

) Tax-exempt status [X[501¢c) ( 3 )= (insert no)
J Website: »

Apphcation pending

[ Taga7a)1)or | |527

H(a) Is this a group return for athhates?

H(b) Are all athhates included?
If ‘No,’ attach a list (see instruclions)

o

N/A H(c) Group | ber ™
K  Typeof Dzl: I—l Trust ElAssocnalnon ﬂ Other ™ lL Year of Formaton 1987 ]M State of legal domicte  DC
|Part] | Summary
1 Brefly describe the organization's mission or most significant activites ORGANIZE PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE _ _ _ _ _
% PRESIDENTIAL DEBRATES _ _ o o o o o o e e e e ————— e
E _______________________________________________________________
| 2 Checkthis box » ] if the organizalion discontinued ils operations of disposed of more than 25% of ls assels
S 3 Number of voting members of the governing body (Part VI, line 1a) 3 11
«»{ 4 Number of independent voting members of the governing bofy PR FRTEIR) E — 4 11
§ 5 Total number of employees (Part V, line 2a) Al =t 0 5 S
§ 6 Total number of volunteers (estimate if necessary) l 7)) 6 0
< | 7a Tolal gross unrelated business revenue from Part Vi, line 12 oILN'o‘F)I 7 2 O 7a 0.
b Net unrelated business taxable income from Form 990-T, hnf<3 009 y') 7b 0.
. ﬁhm Prior Year Current Year
o | 8 Contributions and grants (Parl Vill, ine 1h) OGDEN#UT §,750,042. 1,085,000.
E 9 Program service revenue (Part VIll, line 2g)
E 10 Invesiment income (Part VIII, column (A), lines 3, 4, and 7d) 21,156 125,711.
11 Other revenue (Part VIIl, column (A), hnes 5, 6d, 8c, 9¢, 10c, and 11e) 2,400. 2,598.
12 Total revenue — add lines 8 through 11 (must equal Part VIII, column (A), line 12) 5,773,598. 1,213,309.
13 Grants and similar amounts paid (Part 1X, column (A), lines 1-3)
14 Benefils paid to or for members (Part IX, column (A), ine 4)
o | 15 Salanes. other compensation, employee benefits (Part IX, column (A), lines 5-10) 228,017, 432,593.
§ 16a Professional fundrassing fees (Part IX, column (A), ine 11e)
% b Total fundraising expenses (Part 1X, column (D), hne 25) » 13,540.
17 Other expenses (Part IX, column (A), lines 11a-11d, 11-24) 341, 808. 3,059, 990.
18 Total expenses Add lines 13-17 (must equal Part IX, column (A), line 25) 569, 825. 3,492,583.
19 Revenue less expenses Subtract line 18 from line 12 5,203,773. -2,279,274.
Eg Beginning of Year End of Year
831 20 Total assets (Parl X, line 16) 5,745, 736. 3,624,456.
:f,;:, 21 Total habiities (Part X, ine 26) 10, 367. 168,360.
£2]| 22 Net assels or fund balances. Subtract ine 21 from line 20 5,735, 369. 3,456,096.
[F&R Signature Block
et B RSP L AT LTS R o koo nd el
n Frdi) =Y s
e Signature of officer Day’ 4
=) —H . BRoWN EXFCA M. DieEscCTIr Y
’ll'l Type or prinl name and utle
@' . g Date fé'.f‘* n )(’sr:epa,:‘g{' Hﬂenluqu number
aid Pieparer s 7 empioyed ™
re- signalure > NIEL B. JEFFERSON, CPA P00067024
g:?' S fums rame o« DENBURG & LOW, PA, CPAS
Only  |&mpora).  » 1350 CONNECTICUT AVE, NW, #850 en_ > 52-1468002
Zea WASHINGTON, DC 20036 Phone no_ > 202-785-5600

May the IRS discuss this return with the preparer shown above? (see instructions)

“TX] Yes

l—]No

BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions. TEEAOI12L 12/22/08

Form 990 (2008)

gy




Form 990 (2008)

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

- Compensation of Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, Highest Compensated

Employees, and Independent Contractors

52-1500977

Page 7

Section A. Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees

1a Complete this tabie for all persons required to be listed Use Schedule J-2 if additional space is needed.

® List all of the organization's current officers, directors, trusiees (whether individuals or organizations), regardless of amount of
compensation, and current key employees Enter -0- in columns (D), (E), and (F) if no compensalion was paid

® List the orgamization’'s five current highest compensated employees (other than an officer, director, trustee, or key employee) who
received reportable compensation (Box 5 of Form W-2 and/or Box 7 of Form 1099-MISC) or more than $100,000 from the organization and any

related organizations

® List all of the organization’s former officers, key employees, and highest compensated employees who received more than $100,000 of
reporlable compensation from the organization and any related organizations

® List all of the organization's former directors or trustees thal received, in the capacity as a former director or trustee of the
organization, more than $10,000 of reportable compensation from the organizalion and any related organizalions

List persons in the following order individual trustees or directors, institutional trustees, officers, key employees, highest compensated

employees, and former such persons

[_l Check this box if the organizalion did not compensate any officer, direclor, trustee, or key employee

(A (B) (c) ) €) ®
Name and Title Ax::'args;e Posilion {check alt that apply) Reponable' om “ml;::g}fg:g'mm ams:gmgzh i
e SEIE| (6 (25] 5| eeswmen | cwempeE | <pmme
8 E‘ Elg 3|a E 3 w2 ! ™ ! ovo'gmzauon
ge |3 2 |8g and related
s|k K] orgamizalions
als 3| €
LA £
® g
FRANK_J. FAHRENKOPF, JR. _
CO-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
PAUL G. KIRK, JR. ______|
CO-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
NEWTON N._MINOW ____ ____
VICE-CHAIRMAN 1 1 | x| [x 0. 0. 0.
JOHN C. DANFORTH _ _ _ __ __ | '
VICE-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ _ _ __ __ | '
SECRETARY 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
H. PATRICK SWYGERT _ __ __ |
DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
MICHAEL D. MCCURRY _ __ __ |
DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
LCAROLINE KENNEDY _ __ __ __ _ '
DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
JANET H. BROWN__ ___ __ __ -
EXEC. DIRECTOR 40 X 200, 000. 0 46,000
HOWARD G. BUFFET __ _ ____
TREASURER 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
DOROTHY RIDINGS _ __ ______|
DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
SEN_ ALAN K_SIMPSON __ __
DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
____________________ _J
BAA TEEAOI07L 04/24/09 Form 980 (2008)




l

Deparimenl of the Treasury
internal Revenue Service

'Form 990

OMB No 1545-0047

2009

S .
OReE S Public 1iSpection

Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax

Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947(a)1) of the Internal Revenue Code
(except black lung benefit trust or private foundation)

» The orgamzation may have to use a copy of this return to satisfy state reporting requirements

» 2009, and ending

For the 2009 calendar year, or tax year beginning
B Check« applicable C
Address change
Name change or type

i ]
D Employer Identification Number

52-1500977

E Telephone number

Please use
IRS label
or prnt

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES
1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445
See |WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802

Initial return Is::'uﬁc 202-872-1020
Termination !lo:\‘;c'
Amended return

Apphcation pending

32,872,

G Gross receipls $
H(a) Is this a group return lor affiliates?

F Name ang address of prncipal officer

SAME AS C ABOVE

| Tax-exempt status [X|501¢c) (¢ 3

Yos No
H(b) Are all affihiates included? H Yes % No
I l It 'No.’ attach mstruct
)< (insert no ) 4947(a)(1) or [—|527 o.” attach a #isl (see instructions)

J Website: >

N/A

H(c) Group exemption number ™

Form of organizaiion IXICorporahon I—ITrust r-l Associalion l_] Other ™

I L Year of Formaton 1987 l M Siate of legal domicie  DC

K
[Part1-

& Summary
1 Briefly describe the organization's mission or most significant activities _ORGANIZE PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE _ _ _ _ _
g PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES _ e e e e ——————————
E _______________________________________________________________
| 2 Checkthisbox » [ ] if the organization discontinued s operations or disposed of more than 25% of 1ls assets
g 3 Number of voting members of the governing body (Parl VI, line 1a) 3 10
o 4 Number of independent voting members of the governing body (Part VI, line 1b) 4 10
E 5 Total number of employees (Part V, line 23) 5 2
E 6 Total number of volunteers (estimate If necessary) 6 0
7a Total gross unrelated business revenue from Part VIII, column (C), line 12 7a 0.
b Net unrelated business taxable income from Form 990-T, line 34 7b 0.
Prior Year Current Year
o | 8 Contributions and grants (Part VIII, ine 1h) 1,085,000. 20, 900.
21 9 Program service revenue (Part VI, line 2g)
2 110 Invesiment income (Part VIll, column (A), lines 3, 4, and 7d) 125,711. 10,172.
L 11 Other revenue (Part VIlI, column (A), lines 5, 6d, 8c, 9¢, 10c, and 11e) 2,598, 1,800.
12 Tolal revenue — add lines 8 through 11 (must equal Part VIIl, column (A), line 12) 1,213,309. 32,872.
13 Grants and similar amounts patd (Part IX, colump-(A);-ines-1--3)
14 Benefits paid to or for members (Partl IX, column' (A), |II§EC E'VED f
» | 15 Salaries, other compensation, employee benei‘ltI (Part X, colunm (A),lines5-40) 432,593. 368, 368.
§ 16a Professional fundraising fees (Part IX, column (A):'f_‘glgne ]N@V Y 8 2010 !8! _ N I
g- b Total fundraising expenses (Part IX, column (D),' ImeZS) > 134320, f.. b oo wvetRP L. - ..
17 Other expenses (Part IX, column (4), Iines 11a-11d, T}-280- . s 3,059, 990. 427,479.
18 Total expenses Add lines 13-17 (must equal Parl—lx,—c%f\}ﬂﬁ:)(m,%e 3,492,583. 795,847.
19 Revenue less expenses Subtract line 18 from hne 12 -2,279,2174. -762,975.
44 Beginning of Year End of Year
= ’.—i 20 Total assets (Part X, line 16) 3,624,456, 2,729,739.
S i‘: 21 Total liabiities (Part X, fine 26) 168, 360. 36,618.
ey 2 22 Net assels or fund balances Subtract hne 21 from line 20 3,456,096. 2,693,121.
= (Partll._| Signature Block
= B B ey | Gl e e e P o e e ooy Was ams oo dag! O my kniowledge and belie, (15
=z .
Sign H‘A (16
E! Here CAAR
Z > —. TR-SWAl S TTIE DTl
4 Yoe of print name and tile
s 71 oate e \%
. ¢ Paid Preparers 4’ éﬁ'———___\ /0/ (saflliz;loyed L D
Pre- , sorawe  ® NTE], B. JEFFERSON, CPA gl AO P00067024
arers [rums name r_DENBURG & LOW, PR, CPAS 7
Only  [émpioyedr. » 1350 CONNECTICUT AVE, NW, #850 en > 52-1468002
Seea > _ WASHINGTON, DC 20036 Phonemo_ > 202-785-5600

May the IRS discuss this return with the preparer shown above? (see instructions)

m Yes [_] No

BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions.

TEEAOTI3L 12/29/09 Form990(2§09)




Form 990 (2009) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 7

*[Part Vil | Comrensation of Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, Highest Compensated
Employees, and Independent Contractors

Section A, Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees

1a Complete this table for all persons required lo be listed Reporl compensation for the calendar year ending with or within the
organizations's lax year Use Schedule J-2 if additional space 1s needed

® List all of the organization's current officers, directors, trustees (whether individuals or organizations), regardless of amount of
compensation Enter -0-1n columns (D), (E), and (F) if no compensation was paid

® List all of the organization's current key employees See insiructions for definition of ‘key employees '

® List the organization's five current highest compensated emplozees (other than an officer, director, trustee, or key employee) who
refetlvgd reporla?le compensation (Box 5 of Form W-2 and/or Box 7 of Form 1099-MISC) of more than $100,000 from the organization and any
related organizations

® List all of the orgamization's former officers, key employees, and highest compensated employees who received more than $100,000 of
reportable compensation from the organization and any related orgamizations

® List all of the organization's former directors or trustees that received, in the capacity as a tormer director or trustee of the
organization, more than $10,000 of reportable compensation from the orgamization and any related organmizations

List persons in the following order individual trusiees or directors; institutional truslees, officers, key employees, highest compensated
employees, and former such persons

D Check this box if the organization did not compensate any current officer, direclor, or trustee

(A ® (© ) €) F
Name and Title Average Posilion (check all thal apply) Reportable Reportable Estmaled
hours g sz = from compensation fiom amount of ather
per week i g ,2_ g E 35|¢ Ihe or m-zal-on relatsd oaga!nzlaggns cor'npensalmn
SEIE|d|g|Fa|) oUW | TSRS | Tl
23| (&% organiatons
3 3
8

JFRANK_J. FAHRENKOPF, JR. _

CO-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0 0 0
NEWTON N._MINOW ________]

VICE-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
JOHN C. DANFORTH _ _ _____ ]

VICE-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ _ _____ |

SECRETARY 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
H. _PATRICK SWYGERT __ ____

DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
MICHAEL D. MCCURRY ___ __ 4

CO-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0 0 0
CAROLINE KENNEDY __ _____ ]

DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
HOWARD G._BUFFET _______ |

TREASURER 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
DOROTHY RIDINGS A _ ______

DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON _____

DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
JANET H._BROWN_________ |

EXEC. DIRECTOR 40 X 200, 000. 0. 49, 000.

BAA TEEAOIOL 11/10/09 Form 990 (2009)




A |

Form 990

Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax
Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947(a)1) of the Intemal Revenue Code

(except black lung benefit trust or private foundation)

Dep: of the T Yy
Internal Revenue Service

> The orgamzabion may have to use a copy of this return to sabsfy state reporting requirements.

OMB No 1545-0047

2010

Open to Public
Inspection

A_For the 2010 calendar year, or tax year beginning

1 2010, and ending

B Check if applicable

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

D Emptoyer ldenu;imon Number
52-15009717

Address change
Name change 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445 E Telephone number

marrewn  |WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020

Termunated

Amended return G_Gross receipts $ 68, 297.

Application pending

JANET H. BROWN

F Name and address of principal officer

SAME AS C ABOVE

)< (nsertno) | asarca)nyor | 527

H(a) Is this a group return for aflihates?

H(b) Are all affiiates included?
If ‘No,’ attach a Iist (see instructions)

Hee B

| Tax-exempt status lz] 501(e)(3) l—] 501(c) (
J___Website: * DEBATES.ORG M(e) Group ber »
K Form of organization mmrwaMnﬂ Trust I—l A 1 ﬂ Other ™ IL Year of F 1987 ] M State of legal domicite  DC
[Part] | Summary
1 Bhefly describe the organization's mission or most significant activities: ORGANIZE GENERAL ELECTION _ __ _ __ _ _ _

PRESJDENTIATL AND VICE PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES . .. _ o __

H]
E
£
% 2 Check this box * E]-lf the organization discontinued its operations or disposed of more than 25% of its net assets
2 3 Number of voting members of the governing body (Part VI, fine 13) 3 11
o | 4 Number of independent voting members of the governing body (Part VI, line 1b) 4 11
.=;-' 5 Total number of individuals employed in calendar year 2010 (Part V, line 2a) 5 2
£ | 6 Total number of volunteers (estimate if necessary) 6 0
< | 7a Total unrelated business revenue from Part Vili, column (C), line 12 7a 0.
o= b Net unrelated business taxable income from Form 990-T, hne 34 7b 0.
S Prior Year Current Year
o 8 Contributions and grants (Part Viii, ine 1h) 20,900. 50,000.
3 | 9 Program service revenue (Part VI, hne 2g) .
:g 10 Investment income (Part VIII, column (A), ines 3, 4, and 7d) . 10,172. 16,070.
L& | 11 Other revenue (Part VI, column (A), lines 5, 6d, 8c, 9¢, 10c, and 11¢) 1,800. 2,227,
©Q |12 Total revenue — add lines 8 through 11 (must equal Part VI, column (A), line 12) 32,872. 68,297.
@ | 13 Grants and similar amounts paid (Part IX, column (A), lines 1-3)
% 14 Benefits paid to or for members (Part IX, column (A), line 4)
= " 15 Salanes, other compensation, employee benefits (Part IX, column (A), hines 5-10) 368, 368. 367,605.
6 § 16a Professional fundraising fees (Part 1X, column (A), line 11 ED
@ &| b Total fundraising expenses (Part I1X, column (5, lin LY __\V 334. |
3 17 Other expenses (Part 1X, column (A), lines 11a-11 -24f)"'."'_. 427,479. 288,207.
18 Total expenses. Add lines 13-17 (must equal E'E , c%lw'LA()', I{b@%) 7 795, 847. 655,812.
19 Revenue less expenses. Subtract line 18 from "@\.2—\ - (2) -762,975. -587,515.
b M= Beginning of Current Year End of Year
;E 20 Total assets (Part X, line 16) OGQ,EN' 2,729,739.] 2,143,931,
| 21 Total habibities (Part X, line 26) 36,618. 38,325.
;E 22 Net assets or fund balances Subtract line 21 from hine 20 2,693,121, 2,105,606.
{Part Il | Signature Block
%‘rﬁﬁe‘ﬁ"&'&'&’a ?‘llm‘r%:{%rg gggir& | er‘l hg‘v‘e’ né:r';“-'slega 'sheltsl {,’..'"Jﬁ ncluding ag?ov%lpa:lgngr schegg{‘eg nay "s‘mle:?gegls, and to the best of my knowledge and beliel, it is true, correct, and
25V 12/l
Sign Signa ofticer Dal 4
Here » T —+H. BRowAN  Zxrc i MveE. DI O
Type or print name and tille
Prin/Type preparer's name Py, re/r's ure Date / / / Check D o PTIN
Paid NIEL B. JEFFERSON, CPA|’ /«&/ 0. i {74 selt-employed P00067024
Preparer [Fmsname > DENBURG & LOW, PA, CPAS s
Use Only |fumsosress > 1350 CONNECTICUT AVE, NW, #850 FrmsEN > 52-1468002
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Form 990 (2010) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500877 Page 7
i Compensation of Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, Highest Compensated Employees,
+ and Independent Contractors
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Presidential debate questions and transcript, Oct. 3, 2012 (full text,

video)
By: POLITICO Stalt
Oclober 3, 2012 09:28 PMEDT

Transcript of the Oct. 3, 2012, presidential debate at the University of Denver as prepared
by the Commission on Presidential Debates with permission to re-publish:

PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA AND FORMER GOV. MITT ROMNEY,
R-MASS., PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE, PARTICIPATE IN A
CANDIDATES DEBATE, UNIVERSITY OF DENVER, COLORADO

OCTOBER 3, 2012

SPEAKERS: FORMER GOV. MITT ROMNEY, R-MASS.
PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA

JIM LEHRER, MODERATOR

- JANET BROWN,

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES,

FRANK FAHRENKOPF,
CO-CHAIRMAN,

. COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

MIKE MCCURRY,

CO-CHAIRMAN,
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES,

By

BROWN: We'd like to get started on the program that you will see unfold here before the
debate actually starts in the next — slightly less than 30 minutes. My name is Janet
Brown. I'm the executive director of the Commission on Presidential Debates. And I'd like

_ to welcome you to the first debate of the 2012 general election season. We are very...

(APPLAUSE)

Go, Pioneers.

" (APPLAUSE)

' We're very grateful to be here on this beautiful campus, very grateful to the leadership of
- the university, to the entire community, to the city of Denver, to the state of Colorado.

: My happy duty is to introduce some people that will thank a lot of the organizations and
- individuals who have been working for two years to make tonight possible. There are
. many of them, and their contribution is critical to what you will see unfold here over the

next hour-and-a-half.

" BROWN: | am going to start by introducing the co-chairmen of the Commission on
Presidential Debates, Frank Fahrenkopf and Mike McCurry.

- (APPLAUSE)

- FAHRENKOPF: Good afternoon, ladies and gentleman. And welcome to this great city,

this great hall, and this most important debate.

This is actually a very, very important time for the Commission on Presidential Debates
because this is our 25th anniversary. It was in 1987 when then Democratic Chairman Paul
Kirk, when | was chairman of the Republican National Committee, formed the Commission
on Presidential Debates. Tonight is the 23rd debate in the general elections that we've
conducted through seven terms, seven different cycles. So it's a very, very important —

" important time for us.

: Butit's also in one way a sad one for me, and that is that Paul Kirk is no longer the

* co-chairman of this commission. For most of you in this audience in Washington that you
i know, that when Ted Kennedy passed away, Paul was appointed and to serve in his seat
" until the special election was held in Massachusetts. And Paul at that time resigned.

But Paul was with us for 25 years. We know that he and Gail (ph) are sitting out on Cape
Cod right now watching this on C-SPAN. And all of us on the commission, not only the
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members of the commission, but the people behind these cameras, the people backstage

in lighting and the people with sound who have been doing this for 25 years, we miss
Paul, we respect the great dedication he gave to this commission. And our best to him and
Gail (ph).

(APPLAUSE)

It is also special because of the change in format that you're going to see tonight from
what you've seen in the past 22 debates. The commission for a long time has wrestled
with the question of how can we get more depth in discussion on the issues that are so

; important to the American people in making a decision who they're going to vote for.

i And so the commission has proposed — and you will see it put in place tonight — 90

minutes divided into six pods, if you will, six sections of time, which will be covering six
different subjects. And the moderator tonight, Jim Lehrer, focusing on domestic relations
and domestic matters, will have the power to follow up and hopefully drill down and really
give to the American people clear status from these two candidates of what they will do if
they're elected by the American people on November 6th.

The same format will be held in the final debate, which will be held in Florida later this
month. Bob Schieffer of CBS News will moderate that. And that focus will be on foreign
policy.

We're also happy tonight to have with us in this audience four of the commissioners,
members of the commission. | don't think we've ever had six of us together at one debate
(inaudible). So I'm going to ask them if they would please stand when | call their name.
The first, a former United States senator from the great state of Missouri, John "Jack"
Danforth.

(APPLAUSE)
From the great state of Wyoming, former United States Senator Al Simpson.
(APPLAUSE)

From the state of California — and I've always got to look at Antonia's (ph) title, because
she's been with us so many years, she's the president of the California Community
Foundation of Los Angeles, Antonia Hernandez (ph). Been with us for many years.
Welcome, Antonia (ph).

(APPLAUSE)

And the newest member of the commission, which means a lot to me, | have a daughter
and a son-in-law who are Golden Domers, who graduated from Notre Dame, and we're
happy to add to our list tonight Father John Jenkins (ph), president of Notre Dome —
Notre Dame University in South Bend.

(APPLAUSE)

Now | have to lecture — | have to lecture first about these things. Please not only but them
on silent running, turn them off. This hall will be dark as we go forward. And, you know,
even if you're — you've got it on silent running and you turn it on, it flashes a light.

Hopefully we can live for 90 minutes without these things on. So please won't you join us,
turn them off, keep them off, so that we won't interfere.

Secondly, this is not the primary debates, folks. And all the cheering that we just heard, we
hope that we won't hear that anymore until the end of the debate. There are many people
in this audience who really are part of history tonight, because you're here in person. But
there'll be somewhere between 50 million and 100 million people sitting at home watching
this, listening very carefully to the president and to Governor Romney, trying to make
determinations as to what they're going to on November 6th.

FAHRENKOPF: It's wrong for us to intrude on them. So please, don't clap, don't cheer,
don't make any noise. Jim Lehrer will talk to you again about this in a moment.

And we have a little surprise for those who don't follow the rules. This is a hockey arena,

! and what you don't know is we've built in secret trap doors under every seat. You can look

down. You won't see it. But if you break the rules, a button will be pushed and you will be
swimming with the fishes.

(LAUGHTER)

- So please, very, very seriously, it's important that this be done in a way that we maintain

the dignity of this event and we don't interfere with those people at home.

And now, my last chore is not a chore at all, but a great, great delight, to welcome the new
co-chairman of the Commission on Presidential Debates. Most of you will recognize him
as the first press secretary in the White House for William Jefferson Clinton.

Mike, it's all yours, buddy.
MCCURRY: Thanks.




(APPLAUSE)

Thank you very much, and it's been great to be your partner in this. But | want to also
send a special word to Paul Kirk, my former boss, someone who led this commission
extraordinarily well. And it is a daunting challenge to follow in his incredible footsteps.

| also want to start by just saying we really have had a great time at the University of
Denver, and | hope you have been, too. They are just incredible as partners and we could
not have had a better facility, a better team to work with. So to the entire university
community and all the folks at the University of Denver who have helped us, thank you
very much on behalf of the commission.

(APPLAUSE)

There are a number of other organizations that have been absolutely key to us in helping
put this on, make it a working space, and make it an enjoyable place for those who come
here to participate in this debate. | want to start with Anheiser-Busch, who's been our
partner since 1992. Thank you.

Southwest Airlines, which has helped us transport things around the country so all four of
these debates can go off in a timely way; the Howard G. Buffett Foundation, Sheldon S.
Cohen, Crowell and Moring, the International Bottled Water Association, the Kovler Fund
and many, many others. Please give those sponsors and the folks who help us a big hand.

(APPLAUSE)

Now, a little bit of information about how we put this broadcast on. You'll see so many
cameras around you. They represent the major network organizations that together pool
their resources so that we can bring this broadcast to the American people. And | want to
spend a little bit of time tonight paying a special tribute to ABC News. It was their turn
tonight to work with us, and all of the sound equipment and cameras that you see here are
theirs.

~ ABC, thank you for doing a tremendous job for us.

- (APPLAUSE)

And last and certainly not least, our friends at C-SPAN. This part of this debate program is
being carried to the American people by C-SPAN so that my mother can see it. And so for
our friends at C- SPAN, thank you very much for carrying this part of the debate to the
American people.

(APPLAUSE)

Now, | want to — | also just want to add to what Frank said about the importance of
turning your cell phones off now. Pretend you just got on the plane and they just said the
door is closed and everything with an on and off button has to go off now. So just check
and make sure that it's off. And just contemplate the pleasure — the sheer bliss of having
90 minutes that you don't have to text, tweet, or read an e-mail. Wouldn't that be nice?

(APPLAUSE)

And also — and also, as Frank said, very important that we do respect the television
audience watching this debate and make sure that we refrain from interrupting what the
candidates need to do and what the American people need to do as they hear the
candidates, by disturbing this important occasion with applause or any other outward
demonstration.

That's it for us, but lastly for me, the greatest pleasure of all — I've mentioned what a
great partnership we've had with the University of Denver. And it's a great pleasure for me
to introduce now a great friend of the commission, someone who's worked very closely
and very well with us, the chancellor of the University of Denver, Robert Coombe.

(APPLAUSE)

COOMBE: On behalf of the entire University of Denver community — students, faculty
and staff members, alumni throughout the world, welcome — welcome to the University of
Denver.

It is a remarkable time, a critical time for our country and really for all the world. And it's
very pleasing for us at D.U. to play even a small role in such an event that is so important
for so many people worldwide.

This is just one of the ways that we live up to our vision to be a great private university,
dedicated to the public good. We're very proud to be a resource for people worldwide who
— who thirst for knowledge and who seek creative solutions to the great issues of our
time. Some of those fo ks who thirst for knowledge are our students. And a number of
them are present in this debate hall this evening. They're the lucky few who got tickets to

; this event out of the lottery that we ran for the last few months. Many, many more — many,
; many more, though, participated in a series of events starting this past January and,

really, running up to the first part of this week, in total 115 different debate-related events

. that were attended by more than 25,000 people in total.




" ‘Our students have been with us ali the way on this. They have played an amazing part in

- staging the entire thing, from planning to logistics. And so I'd simply | ke to say thank you

to you, Pioneers.

: (APPLAUSE)

For those of us who — who make our lives here at the University of Denver, those of us

: who study and teach and do research, and, really, all of us in the Denver community, this
; is a particularly important event. It's the first presidential debate to be held in our city, the

first in the state, and, really, only one of a few in the West.

Over the last several months, the nation has paid particular attention to how we view
things in this remarkably beautiful and diverse part of the country, because Colorado is a
— is a pivotal state in this election. And while | certainly would not offer any — any

! opinions in that regard, | would simply say that, as a people, we are generally

well-educated and engaged. We are fair-minded and open to new ideas. And | ke
everybody in our country, we are eager to hear from our candidates.

Once again, thanks so much for being here. It's a great pleasure to host this debate.
(APPLAUSE)

BROWN: Thank you, gentlemen. Ladies and gentlemen, would you join me in welcoming
Mrs. Romney and Mrs. Obama?

(APPLAUSE)

One of the great privileges of working for the Commission on Presidential Debates is to

. work with Jim Lehrer. This is the 12th time that he will moderate a debate. | would like to
* introduce him now.

(APPLAUSE)

LEHRER: Let me be the very last to welcome you to this very important event, this
presidential debate. Show of hands, how many of you all have been in the hall for one of
these fall presidential — vice presidential debates before?

OK, so you all know the rules: absolute silence. Those of you who have been in or
watched on television the primary debates know that is not the case. The rules are
different here for these events. In the early days, when | first started addressing the
audience in the hall, | threatened people. | mean, I'd say, OK, you make noise, you hiss
and boo or — or even applaud, cheer, I'll tum around and I'll stop and I'll make you stand
up and humiliate you in front of the whole world.

(LAUGHTER)

| don't do that anymore, because | don't need to, because everybody knows the drill.
Certainly all of you do. You've come here for a very important reason. Most of you are

i here as committed supporters of President Obama or Governor Romney or others

involved in this electoral process, and you know how important this event is.

And it's important because it's about those millions and millions of people who are going to
watch this event tonight. They're — they're watching to make a decision, one of the most
important decisions a citizen of this country makes, and so it's — it behooves all of you
and me, us, in other words, to help the dialogue. And you can help me by remaining quiet,
as well.

| — this has — we've got a new kind of complicated format here tonight. And I've got to be
— I've got to be really concentrating. | want to be concentrating on what the candidates
are saying, along with you, rather than what's going on behind me. And — and | know
you're going to do that. And | don't have any fear that you all will.

And, | mean, if you hear something that's really terrific, sit on it. If you hear something you
don't like, sit on it. And — and it'l — it'l work.

And as | say, | have no — no fear that anybody's going to do anything, but as a
precaution, I'm going to ask Mrs. Obama on this side and Mrs. Romney on this side to
enfarce the rules on your side...

(LAUGHTER)
... and your side. Take names. |'ll humiliate them. I'll do anything, whatever. But, anyhow.

The drill here is what you see in a few moments, we're going to start. I'm going to sit
down. My back's going to be to you, and we'll introduce — I'm going to do an opening
through this — TelePrompTer's right there. And I'm going to do an opening, welcome,
everybody, to the event. And then President Obama is going to come in from the right,
Governor Romney from the left. They'll shake hands. They'll go behind the podium. And
we'll be on the way.

And between now and then, you can feel free to talk and do whatever — any noise you
would like to make. But once | sit down and !'ll turn around and say, OK, shh, or words of
that effect, please. And — and when they do come in — there is one exception — when




they do come in, you can applaud. I'm going to applaud. I'm going to stay seated and
applaud. You can applaud then and at the very end. At the very end, I'm going to look at
that prompter again and I'm going to say good night to everybody, and then we can all
applaud then, as well.

LEHRER: But in between, 90 minutes of wonderful, serious, delightful silence. OK, let's
have a good time.

(APPLAUSE)

LEHRER: Thirty seconds, folks. Let's have a terrific evening, for all of you and for our
country.

Good evening from the Magness Arena at the University of Denver in Denver, Colorado.
I'm Jim Lehrer of the "PBS NewsHour,” and | welcome you to the first of the 2012
presidential debates between President Barack Obama, the Democratic nominee, and
former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney, the Republican nominee.

LEHRER: This debate and the next three — two presidential, one vice presidential — are
sponsored by the Commission on Presidential Debates. Tonight's 90 minutes will be about
domestic issues and will follow a format designed by the commission. There will be six
roughly 15-minute segments with two-minute answers for the first question, then open
discussion for the remainder of each segment.

Thousands of people offered suggestions on segment subjects or questions via the
Internet and other means, but | made the final selections. And for the record, they were
not submitted for approval to the commission or the candidates.

The segments as | announced in advance will be three on the economy and one each on
health care, the role of government and governing, with an emphasis throughout on
differences, specifics and choices. Both candidates will also have two-minute closing
statements.

The audience here in the hall has promised to remain silent — no cheers, applause, boos,
hisses, among other noisy distracting things, so we may all concentrate on what the

. candidates have to say. There is a noise exception right now, though, as we welcome
" President Obama and Governor Romney.

(APPLAUSE)

Gentlemen, welcome to you both. Let's start the economy, segment one, and let's begin
with jobs. What are the major differences between the two of you about how you would go
about creating new jobs?

LEHRER: You have two minutes. Each of you have two minutes to start. A coin toss has
determined, Mr. President, you go first.

OBAMA: Well, thank you very much, Jim, for this opportunity. | want to thank Governor
Romney and the University of Denver for your hospitality.

There are a lot of points | want to make tonight, but the most important one is that 20
years ago | became the luckiest man on Earth because Michelle Obama agreed to marry
me.

And so | just want to wish, Sweetie, you happy anniversary and let you know that a year
from now we will not be celebrating it in front of 40 million people.

(LAUGHTER)

You know, four years ago we went through the worst financial crisis since the Great
Depression. Millions of jobs were lost, the auto industry was on the brink of collapse. The
financial system had frozen up.

And because of the resilience and the determination of the American people, we've begun
to fight our way back. Over the last 30 months, we've seen § million jobs in the private
sector created. The auto industry has come roaring back. And housing has begun to rise.

But we all know that we've still got a lot of work to do. And so the question here tonight is
not where we've been, but where we're going.

Governor Romney has a perspective that says if we cut taxes, skewed towards the
waealthy, and roll back regulations, that we'll be better off. I've got a different view.

| think we've got to invest in education and training. | think it's important for us to develop
new sources of energy here in America, that we change our tax code to make sure that
we're helping small businesses and companies that are investing here in the United
States, that we take some of the money that we're saving as we wind down two wars to
rebuild America and that we reduce our deficit in a balanced way that allows us to make
these criticaf investments.

Now, it ultimately is going to be up to the voters, to you, which path we should take. Are
we going to double-down on the top-down economic policies that helped to get us into this
mess? Or do we embrace a new economic patriotism that says America does best when




LEHRER: Governor Romney, two minutes.

ROMNEY: Thank you, Jim. It's an honor to be here with you, and | appreciate the chance
to be with the president. I'm pleased to be at the University of Denver, appreciate their
welcome, and also the presidential commission on these debates.

And congratulations to you, Mr. President, on your anniversary. I'm sure this was the most
romantic place you could imagine here — here with me. So l...

(LAUGHTER)
Congratulations.

This is obviously a very tender topic. I've had the occasion over the last couple of years of
meeting people across the country. | was in Dayton, Ohio, and a woman grabbed my arm,
and she said, "I've been out of work since May. Can you help me?”

Ann yesterday was at a rally in Denver, and a woman came up to her with a baby in her
arms, and said, "Ann, my husband has had four jobs in three years, part-time jobs. He's
lost his most recent job. And we've now just lost our home. Can you help us?”

And the answer is, yes, we can help, but it's going to take a different path, not the one
we've been on, not the one the president descr bes as a top-down, cut taxes for the rich.
That's not what I'm going to qo.

My plan has five basic parts. One, get us energy independent, North American energy
independent. That creates about 4 million jobs. Number two, open up more trade,
particularly in Latin America, crack down on China, if and when they cheat. Number three,
make sure our people have the skills they need to succeed and the best schools in the
world. We're a far way from that now. Number four, get us to a balanced budget.

Number five, champion small business. It's small business that creates the jobs in
America. And over the last four years, small- business people have decided that America
may not be the place to open a new business, because new business startups are down
to a 30-year low. | know what it takes to get small business growing again, to hire people.

ROMNEY: Now, I'm concerned that the path that we're on has just been unsuccessful.
The president has a view very similar to the view he had when he ran four years, that a
bigger government, spending more, taxing more, regulating more — if you will,
trickle-down government — would work.

That's not the right answer for America. I'll restore the vitality that gets America working

again. Thank you.

LEHRER: Mr. President, please respond directly to what the governor just said about
trickle-down — his trick-down approach, as he said yours is.

OBAMA: Well, let me talk specifically about what | think we need to do. First, we've got to
improve our education system and we've made enormous progress drawing on ideas both
from Democrats and Republicans that are already starting to show gains in some of the
toughest to deal with schools. We've got a program called Race to the Top that has
prompted reforms in 46 states around the country, raising standards, improving how we
train teachers.

So now | want to hire another 100,000 new math and science teachers, and create 2
million more slots in our community colleges so that people can get trained for the jobs
that are out there right now. And | want to make sure that we keep tuition low for our
young people.

When it comes to our tax code, Governor Romney and | both agree that our corporate tax
rate is too high, so | want to lower it, particularly for manufacturing, taking it down to 25
percent. But | also want to close those loopholes that are giving incentives for companies

i that are shipping jobs overseas. | want to provide tax breaks for companies that are

investing here in the United States.

On energy, Governor Romney and I, we both agree that we've got to boost American
energy production, and oil and natural gas production are higher than they've been in
years. But | also believe that we've got to look at the energy sources of the future, I ke
wind and solar and biofuels, and make those investments.

OBAMA: So all of this is possible. Now, in order for us to do it, we do have to close our
deficit, and one of the things I'm sure we'll be discussing tonight is, how do we deal with
our tax code? And how do we make sure that we are reducing spending in a responsible
way, but also, how do we have enough revenue to make those investments?

And this is where there's a difference, because Governor Romney’s central economic plan
calls for a $5 trillion tax cut — on top of the extension of the Bush tax cuts — that's
another trillion dollars — and $2 trillion in additional military spending that the military
hasn't asked for. That's $8 trillion. How we pay for that, reduce the deficit, and make the
investments that we need to make, without dumping those costs onto middle-class
Americans, 1 think is one of the central questions of this campaign.




7 LEHRER: Both of you have spoken about a lot of different things, and we're going fo try to

get through them in as specific a way as we possibly can.

But, first, Governor Romney, do you have a question that you'd like to ask the president
directly about something he just said?

ROMNEY: Well, sure. I'd like to clear up the record and go through it piece by piece.

¢ First of all, | don't have a $5 trillion tax cut. | don't have a tax cut of a scale that you're
" talking about. My view is that we ought to provide tax relief to people in the middle class.

But I'm not going to reduce the share of taxes paid by high-income people. High-income
people are doing just fine in this economy. They'll do fine whether you're president or | am.

The people who are having the hard time right now are middle- income Americans. Under
the president's policies, middle-income Americans have been buried. They're just being
crushed. Middle- income Americans have seen their income come down by $4,300. This
is a — this is a tax in and of itself. I'll call it the economy tax. It's been crushing.

At the same time, gasoline prices have doubled under the president. Electric rates are up.
Food prices are up. Health care costs have gone up by $2,500 a family. Middle-income
families are being crushed.

ROMNEY: And so the question is how to get them going again. And I've described it. It's
energy and trade, the right kind of training programs, balancing our budget and helping
small business. Those are the — the cornerstones of my plan.

But the president mentioned a couple of other ideas I'l just note. First, education. | agree:

: Education is key, particularly the future of our economy. But our training programs right
" now, we've got 47 of them, housed in the federal government, reporting to eight different

agencies. Overhead is overwhelming. We've got to get those dollars back to the states
and go to the workers so they can create their own pathways to get in the training they
need for jobs that will really help them.

" The second area, taxation, we agree, we ought to bring the tax rates down. And | do, both
. for corporations and for individuals. But in order for us not to lose revenue, have the

government run out of money, | also lower deductions and credits and exemptions, so that
we keep taking in the same money when you also account for growth.

The third area, energy. Energy is critical, and the president pointed out correctly that
production of oil and gas in the U.S. is up. But not due to his policies. In spite of his
policies.

Mr. President, all of the increase in natural gas and oil has happened on private land, not
on government land. On government land, your administration has cut the number of
permits and licenses in half. if I'm president, I'll double them, and also get the — the oil
from offshore and Alaska. And 'l bring that pipeline in from Canada.

And, by the way, | like coal. I'm going to make sure we can continue to bum clean coal.
People in the coal industry feel | ke it's getting crushed by your policies. | want to get

. America and North America energy independent so we can create those jobs.

- And finally, with regards to that tax cut, look, I'm not looking to cut massive taxes and to

reduce the — the revenues going to the government. My — my number-one principal is,
there will be no tax cut that adds to the deficit. | want to underline that: no tax cut that adds
to the deficit.

But | do want to reduce the burden being paid by middle-income Americans. And | — and
to do that, that also means | cannot reduce the burden paid by high-income Americans.
So any — any language to the contrary is simply not accurate. LEHRER: Mr. President?

OBAMA: Well, | think — let's ta k about taxes, because | think it's instructive. Now, four
years ago, when | stood on this stage, | said that | would cut taxes for middle-class
families. And that's exactly what | did. We cut taxes for middle-class families by about
$3.600.

And the reason is, because | believe that we do best when the middle class is doing well.
And by giving them those tax cuts, they had a little more money in their pocket, and so
maybe they can buy a new car. They are certainly in a better position to weather the
extraardinary recession that we went through. They can buy a computer for their kid who's
going off to college, which means they're spending more money, businesses have more

 customers, businesses make more profits, and then hire more workers.

Now, Governor Romney's proposal that he has been promoting for 18 months calls for a
$5 trillion tax cut, on top of $2 trillion of additional spending for our military. And he is
saying that he is going to pay for it by closing loopholes and deductions. The problem is
that he's been asked over 100 times how you would close those deductions and
loopholes, and he hasn't been able to identify them.

But I'm going to make an important point here, Jim.

LEHRER: All right.

OBAMA: When you add up all the loopholes and deductions that upper-income individuals

OB |




““can — are currently taking advantage of, you take those all away, you don't come close to
- paying for $5 trillion in tax cuts and $2 trillion in additional military spending.

OBAMA: And that's why independent studies looking at this said the only way to meet
Governor Romney's pledge of not reducing the deficit or — or — or not adding to the
deficit is by burdening middle-class families. The average middle-class family with children
would pay about $2,000 more.

Now, that's not my analysis. That's the analysis of economists who have looked at this.
And — and that kind of top — top-down economics, where folks at the top are doing well,
so the average person making $3 million is getting a $250,000 tax break, while
middle-class families are burdened further, that's not what | believe is a recipe for
economic growth.

. LEHRER: All right. What is the difference? Let's just stay on taxes.
. (CROSSTALK)

LEHRER: Just — let's just stay on taxes for (inaudible).

_ (CROSSTALK)

i LEHRER: What is the difference...

: ROMNEY: Well, but — but virtually — virtually everything he just said about my tax plan is
' inaccurate.

LEHRER: All right.

¢ ROMNEY: So if the tax plan he described were a tax plan | was asked to support, I'd say
absolutely not. I'm not looking for a $5 trillion tax cut. What I've said is | won't put in place
a tax cut that adds to the deficit. That's part one. So there's no economist that can say Mitt
Romney's tax plan adds $5 trillion if | say | will not add to the deficit with my tax plan.

Number two, | will not reduce the share paid by high-income individuals. | know that you

i and your running mate keep saying that and | know it's a popular thing to say with a lot of
people, but it's just not the case. Look, I've got five boys. I'm used to people saying

- something that's not always true, but just keep on repeating it and ultimately hoping I'll

: believe it. But that — that is not the case. All right? | will not reduce the taxes paid by

* high-income Ametricans.

And number three, | will not under any circumstances raise taxes on middle-income
families. | will lower taxes on middle-income families. Now, you cite a study. There are six
other studies that looked at the study you describe and say it's completely wrong. | saw a
study that came out today that said you're going to raise taxes by $3,000 to $4,000 on
middle-income families.

There are all these studies out there. But let's get at the bottom line. That is, | want to
bring down rates. | want to bring the rates down, at the same time lower deductions and
exemptions and credits and so forth, so we keep getting the revenue we need. And you'd
think, well, then why lower the rates?

ROMNEY: And the reason is because small business pays that individual rate; 54 percent
of America's workers work in businesses that are taxed not at the corporate tax rate, but
at the individual tax rate. And if we lower that rate, they will be able to hire more people.
For me, this is about jobs. This is about getting jobs for the American people.

: (CROSSTALK)
LEHRER: That's where we started. Yeah.
Do you challenge what the govemor just said about his own plan?

OBAMA: Well, for 18 months he's been running on this tax plan. And now, five weeks
before the election, he's saying that his big, bold idea is, "Never mind."

And the fact is that if you are lowering the rates the way you described, Governor, then it
is not possible to come up with enough deductions and loopholes that only affect
high-income individuals to avoid either raising the deficit or burdening the middle class. It's
— it's math. It's arithmetic.

Now, Governor Romney and | do share a deep interest in encouraging small-business
growth. So at the same time that my tax plan has already lowered taxes for 98 percent of
families, | also lowered taxes for small businesses 18 times. And what | wantto do is
continue the tax rates — the tax cuts that we put into place for small businesses and

: families.

" But | have said that for incomes over $250,000 a year, that we should go back to the rates
- that we had when Bill Clinton was president, when we created 23 million new jobs, went
from deficit to surplus, and created a whole lot of millionaires to boot.

i And the reason this is important is because by doing that, we cannot only reduce the




‘deficit, we cannof only encourage job growth through smiall businésses, but we're also

able to make the investments that are necessary in education or in energy.

OBAMA: And we do have a difference, though, when it comes to definitions of small
business. Under — under my plan, 97 percent of small businesses would not see their
income taxes go up. Governor Romney says, well, those top 3 percent, they're the job
creators, they'd be burdened.

But under Governor Romney's definition, there are a whole bunch of millionaires and
billionaires who are small businesses. Donald Trump is a small business. Now, | know
Donald Trump doesn't | ke to think of himself as small anything, but — but that's how you
define small businesses if you're getting business income.

And that kind of approach, | believe, will not grow our economy, because the only way to
pay for it without either burdening the middle class or blowing up our deficit is to make
drastic cuts in things like education, making sure that we are continuing to invest in basic
science and research, all the things that are helping America grow. And  think that would
be a mistake.

- LEHRER: All right.

. ROMNEY: Jim, let me just come back on that — on that point, which is these...

' LEHRER: Just for the — just for record...

(CROSSTALK)

" ROMNEY: ... the small businesses we're talking about...

" LEHRER: Excuse me. Excuse me. Just so everybody understands, we're way over our

first 15 minutes.
ROMNEY: It's fun, isn't it?

LEHRER: It's OK, it's great. No problem. Well, you all don't have — you don't have a
problem, | don't have a problem, because we're still on the economy. We're going to come
back to taxes. | want move on to the deficit and a lot of other things, too.

OK, but go ahead, sir.

ROMNEY: You bet. Well, President, you're — Mr. President, you're absolutely right, which
is that, with regards to 97 percent of the businesses are not — not taxed at the 35 percent
tax rate, they're taxed at a lower rate. But those businesses that are in the last 3 percent

of businesses happen to employ half — half of all the people who work in small business.

- Those are the businesses that employ one-quarter of all the workers in America. And your
" plan is to take their tax rate from 35 percent to 40 percent.

Now, and — and I've talked to a guy who has a very small business. He's in the
; electronics business in — in St. Louis. He has four employees. He said he and his son
i calculated how much they pay in taxes, federal income tax, federal payroll tax, state

income tax, state sales tax, state property tax, gasoline tax. It added up to well over 50
percent of what they earned. And your plan is to take the tax rate on successful small
businesses from 35 percent to 40 percent. The National Federation of Independent
Businesses has said that will cost 700,000 jobs.

| don't want to cost jobs. My priority is jobs. And so what | do is | bring down the tax rates,
lower deductions and exemptions, the same idea behind Bowles-Simpson, by the way, get
the rates down, lower deductions and exemptions, to create more jobs, because there's
nothing better for getting us to a balanced budget than having more people working,

. earning more money, paying more taxes. That's by far the most effective and efficient way
. to get this budget balanced.

! OBAMA: Jim, | — you may want to move onto another topic, but | — | would just say this
: to the American people. If you believe that we can cut taxes by $5 trillion and add $2

trillion in additional spending that the military is not asking for, $7 trillion — just to give you
a sense, over 10 years, that's more than our entire defense budget — and you think that
by closing loopholes and deductions for the well-to-do, somehow you will not end up
picking up the tab, then Governor Romney's plan may work for you.

But I think math, common sense, and our history shows us that's not a recipe for job
growth. Look, we've tried this. We've tried both approaches. The approach that Governor

© Romney’s ta king about is the same sales pitch that was made in 2001 and 2003, and we
. ended up with the slowest job growth in 50 years, we ended up moving from surplus to
. deficits, and it all culminated in the worst financial crisis since the Great Depression.

OBAMA: Bill Clinton tried the approach that I'm talking about. We created 23 million new
jobs. We went from deficit to surplus. And businesses did very well. So, in some ways,
we've got some data on which approach is more likely to create jobs and opportunity for

i Americans and | believe that the economy works best when middle-class families are

getting tax breaks so that they've got some money in their pockets, and those of us who

. have done extraordinarily well because of this magnificent country that we live in, that we
. can afford to do a little bit more to make sure we're not blowing up the deficit.




ROMNEY: Jim, the president began this segment, so | think | get the last word.
(CROSSTALK)
LEHRER: Well, you're going to get the first word in the next segment.

ROMNEY: All right. Well, but he gets the first word of that segment. | get the last word
' (inaudible) | hope. Let me just make this comment.

' (CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: | think first of all, let me — let me repeat — let me repeat what | said. I'm not in
favor of a $5 trillion tax cut. That's not my plan. My plan is not to put in place any tax cut
that will add to the deficit. That's point one.

So you may keep referring to it as a $5 trillion tax cut, but that's not my plan.

Number two, let's look at history. My plan is not | ke anything that's been tried before. My
plan is to bring down rates, but also bring down deductions and exemptions and credits at
the same time so the revenue stays in, but that we bring down rates to get more people

: working.

i My priority is putting people back to work in America. They're suffering in this country. And
i we talk about evidence. Look at the evidence of the last four years. It's absolutely

i extraordinary. We've got 23 million people out of work or stopped looking for work in this

¢ country. It's just — it's — we've got — when the president took office, 32 million people on
, food stamps; 47 million on food stamps today; economic growth this year slower than last
¢ year, and last year slower than the year before.

Going forward with the status quo is not going to cut it for the American people who are
struggling today.

LEHRER: All right. Let's ta k — we're still on the economy. This is, theoretically now, a
second segment still on the economy, and specifically on what to do about the federal
deficit, the federal debt.

And the question, you each have two minutes on this, and Governor Romney, you — you
go first because the president went first on segment one. And the question is this, what
are the differences between the two of you as to how you would go about tackling the
deficit problem in this country? .

ROMNEY: Good. I'm glad you raised that, and it's a — it's a critical issue. | think it's not
just an economic issue, | think it's a moral issue. | think it's, frankly, not moral for my
generation to keep spending massively more than we take in, knowing those burdens are
going to be passed on to the next generation and they're going to be paying the interest
and the principal all their lives.

And the amount of debt we're adding, at a trillion a year, is simply not moral.

¢ So how do we deal with it? Well, mathematically, there are three ways that you can cuta
. deficit. One, of course, is to raise taxes. Number two is to cut spending. And number is to
_ grow the economy, because if more people work in a growing economy, they're paying

' taxes, and you can get the job done that way.

The presidents would — president would prefer raising taxes. | understand. The problem
with raising taxes is that it slows down the rate of growth. And you could never quite get
the job done. | want to lower spending and encourage economic growth at the same time.

What things would | cut from spending? Well, first of all, | will eliminate all programs by
this test, if they don't pass it: Is the program so critical it's worth borrowing money from
China to pay for it? And if not, I'l get rid of it. Obamacare's on my list.

| apologize, Mr. President. | use that term with all respect, by the way.

OBAMA: | like it.

ROMNEY: Good. OK, good. So Il get rid of that.

I'm sorry, Jim, I'm going to stop the subsidy to PBS. I'm going to stop other things. | like
PBS, | love Big Bird. Actually like you, too. But I'm not going to — I'm not going to keep on

spending money on things to borrow money from China to pay for. That's number one.

Number two, I'll take programs that are currently good programs but | think could be run
more efficiently at the state level and send them to the state.

ROMNEY: Number three, I'll make government more efficient and to cut back the number
¢ of employees, combine some agencies and departments. My cutbacks will be done
: through attrition, by the way.

: This is the approach we have to take to get America to a balanced budget.

The president said he'd cut the deficit in half. Unfortunately, he doubled it. Trillion-dollar
deficits for the last four years. The president's put it in place as much public debt — almost




""as much debt heid by the public as ai prior presidents combined.

LEHRER: Mr. President, two minutes.

OBAMA: When | walked into the Oval Office, | had more than a trillion-dollar deficit
greeting me. And we know where it came from: two wars that were paid for on a credit
card; two tax cuts that were not paid for; and a whole bunch of programs that were not
paid for; and then a massive economic crisis.

And despite that, what we've said is, yes, we had to take some initial emergency
measures to make sure we didn't slip into a Great Depression, but what we've also said is,
let's make sure that we are cutting out those things that are not helping us grow.

So 77 government programs, everything from aircrafts that the Air Force had ordered but
weren't working very well, 18 govemment — 18 govemment programs for education that
were well-intentioned, not weren't helping kids learn, we went after medical fraud in
Medicare and Medicaid very aggressively, more aggressively than ever before, and have
saved tens of billions of dollars, $50 billion of waste taken out of the system.

: And | worked with Democrats and Republicans to cut a trillion dollars out of our

discretionary domestic budget. That's the largest cut in the discretionary domestic budget
since Dwight Eisenhower.

* Now, we all know that we've got to do more. And so I've put forward a specific $4 trillion

deficit reduction plan. It's on a website. You can look at all the numbers, what cuts we
make and what revenue we raise.

And the way we do it is $2.50 for every cut, we ask for $1 of additional revenue, paid for,
as | indicated earlier, by asking those of us who have done very well in this country to
contribute a little bit more to reduce the deficit. Governor Romney earlier mentioned the
Bowles-Simpson commission. Well, that's how the commission — bipartisan commission
that talked about how we should move forward suggested we have to do it, in a balanced
way with some revenue and some spending cuts. And this is a major difference that

. Governor Romney and | have.

Let — let me just finish their point, because you're looking for contrast. You know, when

 Governor Romney stood on a stage with other Republican candidates for the nomination
: and he was asked, would you take $10 of spending cuts for just $1 of revenue? And he
. said no.

Now, if you take such an unbalanced approach, then that means you are going to be
gutting our investments in schools and education. It means that Governor Romney...

(CROSSTALK)

OBAMA: ... talked about Medicaid and how we could send it back to the states, but
effectively this means a 30 percent cut in the primary program we help for seniors who are
in nursing homes, for kids who are with disabilities.

LEHRER: Mr. President, I'm sorry.

OBAMA: And — and that is not a right strategy for us to move forward.

LEHRER: Way over the two minutes.

OBAMA: Sorry.

" LEHRER: Govemor, what about Simpson-Bowles? Do you support Simpson-Bowles?

ROMNEY: Simpson-Bowles, the president should have grabbed that.
LEHRER: No, | mean, do you support Simpson-Bowles?

ROMNEY: | have my own plan. It's not the same as Simpson- Bowles. But in my view, the
president should have grabbed it. If you wanted to make some adjustments to it, take it,
go to Congress, fight for it.

OBAMA: That's what we've done, made some adjustments to it, and we're putting it
forward before Congress right now, a $4 trillion plan...

ROMNEY: But you've been — but you've been president four years...
(CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: You've been president four years. You said you'd cut the deficit in half. It's now
four years later. We still have trillion-dollar deficits. The CBO says we'll have a trillion-
dollar deficit each of the next four years. If you're re-elected, we'll get to a trillion-dollar
debt.

ROMNEY: | mean, you have said before you'd cut the deficit in half. And this — | love this
idea of $4 trillion in cuts. You found $4 trillion of ways to reduce or to get closer to a
balanced budget, except we still show trillion-dollar deficits every year. That doesn't get
the job done.




" Let me come back and say, why is it that | don't want to raise taxes? Why don't | want to

raise taxes on people? And actually, you said it back in 2010. You said, “Look, I'm going to
extend the tax policies that we have now; I'm not going to raise taxes on anyone, because
when the economy is growing slow like this, when we're in recession, you shouldn't raise

" taxes on anyone.”

Well, the economy is still growing slow. As a matter of fact, it's growing much more slowly
now than when you made that statement. And so if you believe the same thing, you just
don't want to raise taxes on people. And the reality is it's not just wealthy people — you
mentioned Donald Trump. It's not just Donald Trump you're taxing. It's all those
businesses that employ one-quarter of the workers in America; these small businesses
that are taxed as individuals.

You raise taxes and you kill jobs. That's why the National Federation of iIndependent

! Businesses said your plan will kill 700,000 jobs. | don't want to kill jobs in this environment.

I'l make one more point.

(CROSSTALK)

. LEHRER: (inaudible) answer the taxes thing for a moment.

ROMNEY: OK.

" LEHRER: Mr. President?

OBAMA: Well, we've had this discussion before.

- LEHRER: About the idea that in order to reduce the deficit, there has to be revenue in
* addition to cuts.

OBAMA: There has to be revenue in addition to cuts. Now, Governor Romney has ruled
out revenue. He's ruled out revenue.

(CROSSTALK)
ROMNEY: Absolutely. (CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: Look, the revenue | get is by more people working, getting higher pay, paying
more taxes. That's how we get growth and how we balance the budget. But the idea of
taxing people more, putting more people out of work, you'll never get there. You'll never
balance the budget by raising taxes.

Spain — Spain spends 42 percent of their total economy on government. We're now
spending 42 percent of our economy on government. | don't want to go down the path to
Spain. | want to go down the path of growth that puts Americans to work with more money
coming in because they're working.

LEHRER: But — but Mr. President, you're saying in order to — to get the job done, it's got
to be balanced. You've got to have...

(CROSSTALK)

OBAMA: If — if we're serious, we've got to take a balanced, responsible approach. And by
the way, this is not just when it comes to individual taxes. Let's talk about corporate taxes.

Now, I've identified areas where we can, right away, make a change that | believe would
actually help the economy.

The oil industry gets $4 billion a year in corporate welfare. Basically, they get deductions
that those small businesses that Governor Romney refers to, they don't get.

Now, does anybody think that ExxonMobil needs some extra money, when they're making
money every time you go to the pump? Why wouldn't we want to eliminate that? Why
wouldn't we eliminate tax breaks for corporate jets? My attitude is, if you got a corporate

: jet, you can probably afford to pay full freight, not get a special break for it.

. When it comes to corporate taxes, Governor Romney has said he wants to, in a revenue

neutral way, close loopholes, deductions — he hasn't identified which ones they are — but

. that thereby bring down the corporate rate.

. Well, | want to do the same thing, but I've actually identified how we can do that. And part

of the way to do it is to not give tax breaks to companies that are shipping jobs overseas.

Right now, you can actually take a deduction for moving a plant overseas. | think most
Americans would say that doesn't make sense. And all that raises revenue.

And so if we take a balanced approach, what that then allows us to do is also to help
young people, the way we already have during my administration, make sure that they can
afford to go to college.

OBAMA: It means-that the teacher that | met in Las Vegas, a wonderful young lady, who
descr bes to me — she's got 42 kids in her class. The first two weeks she's got them,




"some of them sitting on the floor until finally they gei reassigned. They're using text books

that are 10 years old.

That is not a recipe for growth. That's not how America was built. And so budgets reflect
choices.

Ultimately, we're going to have to make some decisions. And if we're asking for no
revenue, then that means that we've got to get rid of a whole bunch of stuff.

And the magnitude of the tax cuts that you're talking about, Govemor, would end up
resulting in severe hardship for people, but more importantly, would not help us grow.

i Aslindicated before, when you talk about shifting Medicaid to states, we're ta king about
: potentially a 30 — a 30 percent cut in Medicaid over time.

Now, you know, that may not seem like a big deal when it just is, you know, numbers on a
sheet of paper, but if we're talking about a family who's got an autistic kid and is
depending on that Medicaid, that's a big problem.

And governors are creative. There's no doubt about it. But they're not creative enough to
make up for 30 percent of revenue on something | ke Medicaid. What ends up happening
is some people end up not getting help.

"ROMNEY: Jim, let's — we've gone on a lot of topics there, and so it's going to take a
minute to go from Medicaid to schools...

LEHRER: Come back to...
(CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: ... to oil, to tax breaks, then companies going overseas. So let's go through

: them one by one.

First of all, the Department of Energy has said the tax break for oil companies is $2.8
billion a year. And it's actually an accounting treatment, as you know, that's been in place
for a hundred years. Now...

OBAMA: It's time to end it.
ROMNEY: And in one year, you provided $90 billion in breaks to the green energy world.

Now, | like green energy as well, but that's about 50 years' worth of what cil and gas
receives. And you say Exxon and Mobil. Actually, this $2.8 billion goes largely to small
companies, to drilling operators and so forth. -

ROMNEY: But, you know, if we get that tax rate from 35 percent down to 25 percent, why
that $2.8 billion is on the table. Of course it's on the table. That's probably not going to
survive you get that rate down to 25 percent.

But don't forget, you put $30 billion, like 50 years' worth of breaks, into — into solar and
wind, to Solyndra and Fisker and Tester and Ener1. | mean, | had a friend who said you
don't just pick the winners and losers, you pick the losers, all right? So this — this is not —
this is not the kind of policy you want to have if you want to get America energy secure.

The second topic, which is you said you get a deduction for taking a plant overseas. Look,
I've been in business for 25 years. | have no idea what you're talking about. | maybe need
to get a new accountant.

LEHRER: Let's...

ROMNEY: But — but the idea that you get a break for shipping jobs overseas is simply not

the case.
(CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: What we do have right now is a setting where I'd | ke to bring money from
overseas back to this country.

And, finally, Medicaid to states? I'm not quite sure where that came in, except this, which
is, | would like to take the Medicaid dollars that go to states and say to a state, you're
going to get what you got last year, plus inflation, plus 1 percent, and then you're going to
manage your care for your poor in the way you think best.

And | remember, as a governor, when this idea was floated by Tommy Thompson, the
governors — Republican and Democrats — said, please let us do that. We can care for
our own poor in so much better and more effective a way than having the federal
government tell us how to care for our poor.

So — so let's state — one of the magnificent things about this country is the whole idea
that states are the laboratories of democracy. Don't have the federal government tell
everybody what kind of training programs they have to have and what kind of Medicaid
they have to have. Let states do this.

And, by the way, if a state gets in trouble, well, we can step in and see if we can find a




* way fo help them.

LEHRER: Let's go.

ROMNEY: But — but the right — the right approach is one which relies on the brilliance of
our people and states, not the federal government.

LEHRER: (inaudible) and we're going on — still on the economy, on another — but
another part of it... ’

OBAMA: OK.

LEHRER: All right? All right. This is segment three, the economy. Entitlements. First —

; first answer goes to you, two minutes, Mr. President. Do you see a major difference
: between the two of you on Social Security?

: OBAMA: You know, | suspect that, on Social Security, we've got a somewhat similar

position. Social Security is structurally sound. It's going to have to be tweaked the way it
was by Ronald Reagan and Speaker — Democratic Speaker Tip O'Neill. But it is — the

‘ basic structure is sound.

; But— but | want to ta k about the values behind Social Security and Medicare, and then
- talk about Medicare, because that's the big driver of our deficits right now.

You know, my grandmother — some of you know — helped to raise me. My grandparents
did. My grandfather died a while back. My grandmother died three days before | was
elected president. And she was fiercely independent. She worked her way up, only had a
high school education, started as a secretary, ended up being the vice president of a local
bank. And she ended up living alone by choice. '

And the reason she could be independent was because of Social Security and Medicare.
She had worked all her life, put in this money, and understood that there was a basic
guarantee, a floor under which she could not go.

And that's the perspective | bring when | think about what's called entitiements. You know,
the name itself implies some sense of dependency on the part of these folks. These are
folks who've worked hard, like my grandmother, and there are millions of people out there
who are counting on this.

: OBAMA: So my approach is to say, how do we strengthen the system over the long term?

And in Medicare, what we did was we said, we are going to have to bring down the costs if
we're going to deal with our long-term deficits, but to do that, let's look where some of the
money's going.

: $716 billion we were able to save from the Medicare program by no longer overpaying

insurance companies by making sure that we weren't overpaying providers. And using that
money, we were actually able to lower prescription drug costs for seniors by an average of
$600, and we were also able to make a — make a significant dent in providing them the
kind of preventive care that will ultimately save money through the — throughout the
system.

So the way for us to deal with Medicare in particular is to lower health care costs. When it
comes to Social Security, as | said, you don't need a major structural change in order to
make sure that Social Security is there for the future.

LEHRER: We'll follow up on this.
First, Governor Romney, you have two minutes on Social Security and entitlements.

ROMNEY: Well, Jim, our seniors depend on these programs, and | know anytime we talk
about entitlements, people become concemed that something's going to happen that's

i going to change their life for the worse.

And the answer is neither the president nor | are proposing any changes for any current

- retirees or near retirees, either to Social Security or Medicare. So if you're 60 or around 60
* or older, you don't need to listen any further.

" But for younger people, we need to ta k about what changes are going to be occurring.

Oh, | just thought about one. And that is, in fact, | was wrong when | said the president
isn't proposing any changes for current retirees. In fact he is on Medicare. On Social
Security he's not.

But on Medicare, for current retirees, he's cutting $716 billion from the program. Now, he
says by not overpaying hospitals and providers. Actually just going to them and saying,
"We're going to reduce the rates you get paid across the board, everybody's going to get a
lower rate." That's not just going after places where there's abuse. That's saying we're
cutting the rates. Some 15 percent of hospitals and nursing homes say they won't take

: anymore Medicare patients under that scenario.

We also have 50 percent of doctors who say they won't take more Medicare patients.

This — we have 4 million people on Medicare Advantage that will lose Medicare

. Advantage because of those $716 billion in cuts. | can't understand how you can cut




i Medicare $716 billion for current recipients of Medicare.

Now, you point out, well, we're putting some back. We're going to give a better
:prescription program. That's $1 — that's $1 for every $15 you've cut. They're smart
i enough to know that's not a good trade.

| want to take that $716 billion you've cut and put it back into Medicare. By the way, we
: can include a prescription program if we need to improve it.

But the idea of cutting $716 billion from Medicare to be able to balance the additional cost
of Obamacare is, in my opinion, a mistake.

And with regards to young people coming along, I've got proposals to make sure Medicare
and Social Security are there for them without any question.

LEHRER: Mr. President?

OBAMA: First of all, | think it's important for Governor Romney to present this plan that he
says will only affect folks in the future.

And the essence of the plan is that you would turn Medicare into a voucher program. It's
called premium support, but it's understood to be a voucher program. His running mate...

LEHRER: And you don't support that?

. OBAMA: | don't. And let me expfain why.
ROMNEY: Again, that's for future...

* OBAMA: | understand.

| ROMNEY: ... people, right, not for cumrent retirees.

OBAMA: For — so if you're — if you're 54 or 55, you might want to listen ‘cause this —
this will affect you.

The idea, which was originally presented by Congressman Ryan, your running mate, is
that we would give a voucher to seniors and they could go out in the private marketplace
: and buy their own health insurance.

The problem is that because the voucher wouldn't necessarily keep up with health care
inflation, it was estimated that this would cost the average senior about $6,000 a year.

Now, in fairness, what Governor Romney has now said is he'll maintain traditional
Medicare alongside it. But there's still a problem, because what happens is, those
insurance companies are pretty clever at figuring out who are the younger and healthier
seniors. They recruit them, leaving the older, sicker seniors in Medicare. And every health
care economist that looks at it says, over time, what'll happen is the traditional Medicare
system will collapse.

OBAMA: And then what you've got is folks like my grandmother at the mercy of the private
insurance system precisely at the time when they are most in need of decent health care.

So, | don't think vouchers are the right way to go. And this is not my own — only my
opinion. AARP thinks that the — the savings that we obtained from Medicare bolster the
system, lengthen the Medicare trust fund by eight years. Benefits were not affected at all.
And ironically, if you repeal Obamacare, and | have become fond of this term,
"Obamacare,” if you repeal it, what happens is those seniors right away are going to be
paying $600 more in prescription care. They're now going to have to be paying copays for
basic checkups that can keep them healthier.

And the primary beneficiary of that repeal are insurance companies that are estimated to
gain billions of dollars back when they aren't making seniors any healthier. And | don't
think that's the right approach when it comes to making sure that Medicare is stronger
over the long term.

- LEHRER: We'll ta k about — specifically about health care in a moment. But what — do
you support the voucher system, Governor?

ROMNEY: What | support is no change for current retirees and near-retirees to Medicare.
And the president supports taking $716 billion out of that program.

LEHRER: And what about the vouchers?
(CROSSTALK)
i ROMNEY: So that's — that's number one.

Number two is for people coming along that are young, what | do to make sure that we
| can keep Medicare in place for them is to allow them either to choose the current

1 Medicare program or a private plan. Their choice.

I

They get to choose — and they'll have at least two plans that will be entirely at no cost to
them. So they don't have to pay additional money, no additional $6,000. That's not going




“to happen. They'li have at ieast two plans.

ROMNEY: And by the way, if the government can be as efficient as the private sector and
offer premiums that are as low as the private sector, people will be happy to get traditional
Medicare or they'li be able to get a private plan.

| know my own view is I'd rather have a private plan. I'd just assume not have the
government telling me what kind of health care | get. I'd rather be able to have an
insurance company. If | don't like them, | can get rid of them and find a different insurance
company. But people make their own choice.

The other thing we have to do to save Medicare? We have to have the benefits high for
those that are low income, but for higher income people, we're going to have to lower
some of the benefits. We have to make sure this program is there for the fong term. That's
the plan that I've put forward.

And, by the way the idea came not even from Paul Ryan or — or Senator Wyden, who's
the co-author of the bill with — with Paul Ryan in the Senate, but also it came from Bill —
Bill Clinton's chief of staff. This is an idea that's been around a long time, which is saying,
hey. let's see if we can't get competition into the Medicare world so that people can get the
choice of different plans at lower cost, better quality. | believe in competition.

i OBAMA: Jim, if | —if 1 can just respond very quickly, first of all, every study has shown
that Medicare has lower administrative costs than private insurance does, which is why
seniors are generally pretty happy with it.

And private insurers have to make a profit. Nothing wrong with that. That's what they do.
And so you've got higher administrative costs, plus profit on top of that. And if you are
going to save any money through what Governor Romney's proposing, what has to
happen is, is that the money has to come from somewhere.

And when you move to a voucher system, you are putting seniors at the mercy of those
insurance companies. And over time, if traditional Medicare has decayed or fallen apart,
then they're stuck.

And this is the reason why AARP has said that your plan would weaken Medicare
substantially. And that's why they were supportive of the approach that we took.

One [ast point [ want to make. We do have to fower the cost of health care, not just in
Medicare and Medicaid...

LEHRER: Ta k about that in a minute.

OBAMA: ... but — but — but overall.

LEHRER: OK.

OBAMA: And so...

ROMNEY: That's — that's a big topic. Can we — can we stay on Medicare?
OBAMA: Is that a — is that a separate topic?

! (CROSSTALK)

LEHRER: Yeah, we're going to — yeah, | want to get to it.
OBAMA: I'm sorry.

LEHRER: But all | want to do is go very quickly...
ROMNEY: Let's get back to Medicare.

* LEHRER: ... before we leave the economy...

ROMNEY: Let's get back to Medicare.

(CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: The president said that the government can provide the service at lower cost
and without a profit.

LEHRER: Al right.

ROMNEY: If that's the case, then it will always be the best product that people can
purchase. .

LEHRER: Wait a minute, Governor.

ROMNEY: But my experience — my experience the private sector typically is able to
provide a better product at a lower cost.

LEHRER: All right. Can we — can the two of you agree that the voters have a choice — a
clear choice between the two...




' ROMNEY: Absolutely.

LEHRER: ... of you on Medicare? .
ROMNEY: Absolutely.
OBAMA: Absolutely.

LEHRER: All right. So to finish quickly, briefly, o'n the economy, what is your view about
the level of federal regulation of the economy right now? Is there too much? And in your
case, Mr. President, is there — should there be more?

Beginning with you. This is not a new two-minute segment to start. And we'll go for a few
minutes, and then we're going to go to health care, OK?

ROMNEY: Regulation is essential. You can't have a free market work if you don't have
regulation. As a businessperson, | had to have — | need to know the regulations. | needed
them there. You couldn't have people opening up banks in their — in their garage and
making loans. | mean, you have to have regulations so that you can have an economy
work. Every free economy has good regulation. At the same time, regulation can become
excessive.

LEHRER: Is it excéssive now, do you think?

: ROMNEY: In some places, yes. Other places, no.

© LEMRER: Like where?

(CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: No, it can become out of date. And what's happened with some of the
legislation that's been passed during the president's term, you've seen regulation become
excessive, and it's hurt — it's hurt the economy. Let me give you an example. ’

Dodd-Frank was passed. And it includes within it a number of provisions that | think has
some unintended consequences that are harmful to the economy. One is it designates a
number of banks as too big to fail, and they're effectively guaranteed by the federal
government. This is the biggest kiss that's been given to — to New York banks I've ever
seen. This is an enormous boon for them. There've been 122 community and small banks
have closed since Dodd- Frank.

So there's one example. Here's another. In Dodd-Frank...
LEHRER: Do you want to repeal Dodd-Frank?

ROMNEY: Well, | would repeal and replace it. We're not going to get rid of all regulation.
You have to have regulation. And there are some parts of Dodd-Frank that make all the
sense in the world. You need transparency, you need to have leverage limits for...

LEHRER: Well, here's a specific...

(CROSSTALK) '

ROMNEY: But let's — let's mention — let me mention the other one. Let's tak...
(CROSSTALK)

LEHRER: No, let's not. Let's let him respond — let's let him respond to this specific on
Dodd-Frank and what the governor just said. .

OBAMA: | think this is a great example. The reason we have been in such a enormous
economic crisis was prompted by reckless behavior across the board.

Now, it wasn't just on Wall Street. You had loan officers were — that were giving loans and
mortgages that really shouldn't have been given, because the fo ks didn't qualify. You had
people who were borrowing money to buy a house that they couldn't afford. You had credit
agencies that were stamping these as A1 great investments when they weren't.

But you also had banks making money hand over fist, churning out products that the
bankers themselves didn't even understand, in order to make big profits, but knowing that
it made the entire system vulnerable.

So what did we do? We stepped in and had the toughest reforms on Wall Street since the
1930s. We said you've got — banks, you've got to raise your capital requirements. You
can't engage in some of this risky behavior that is putting Main Street at risk. We've going
to make sure that you've got to have a living will so — so we can know how you're going
to wind things down if you make a bad bet so we don't have other taxpayer bailouts.

OBAMA: In the meantime, by the way, we also made sure that all the help that we
provided those banks was paid back every single dime, with interest.

Now, Governor Romney has said he wants to repeal Dodd-Frank.

:_ And, you know, | appreciate and it appears we've got some agreement that a marketplace




- to work has to have some regulation, But in n the past, Govemor Romney has said he just -

— -

want to repeal Dodd- Frank, roll it back.

And so the question is: Does anybody out there think that the big problem we had is that
there was too much oversight and regulation of Wall Street? Because if you do, then
Govemor Romney is your candidate. But that's not what | believe.

ROMNEY: Sorry, but that's just not — that's just not the facts. Look, we have to have
regulation on Wall Street. That's why I'd have regulation. But | wouldn't designate five
banks as too big to fail and give them a blank check. That's one of the unintended
consequences of Dodd-Frank. It wasn't thought through properly. We need to get rid of

- that provision because it's killing regional and smali banks. They're getting hurt.

Let me mention another regulation in Dodd-Frank. You say we were giving mortgages to
people who weren't qualified. That's exactly right. It's one of the reasons for the great
financial calamity we had. And so Dodd-Frank correctly says we need to have qualified
morigages, and if you give a mortgage that's not qualified, there are big penalties, except
they didn't ever go on and define what a qualified mortgage was.

It's been two years. We don't know what a qualified mortgage is yet. So banks are
reluctant to make loans, mortgages. Try and get a mortgage these days. It's hurt the
housing market because Dodd-Frank didn't anticipate putting in place the kinds of
regulations you have to have. It's not that Dodd-Frank.always was wrong with too much
regulation. Sometimes they didn't come out with a clear regulation.

| will make sure we don't hurt the functioning of our — of our marketplace and our
business, because | want to bring back housing and get good jobs.

LEHRER: All right. 1 think we have another clear difference between the two of you. Now,
let's move to health care where | know there is a clear difference, and that has to do with
the Affordable Care Act, Obamacare. And it's a two-minute new — new segment, and that
means two minutes each. And you go first, Governor Romney.

LEHRER: You want it repealed. You want the Affordable Care Act repealed. Why?

ROMNEY: | sure do. Well, in part, it comes, again, from my experience. You know, | was in
New Hampshire. A woman came to me and she said, look, | can't afford insurance for
myself or my son. | met a couple in Appleton, Wisconsin, and they said, we're thinking of
dropping our insurance, we can't afford it.

And the number of small businessas I've gone to that are saying they're dropping
insurance because they can't afford it, the cost of health care is just prohibitive. And —
and we've got to deal with cost.

And, unfortunately, when — when — when you look at Obamacare, the Congressional
Budget Office has said it will cost $2,500 a year more than traditional insurance. So it's
adding to cost. And as a matter of fact, when the president ran for office, he said that, by
this year, he would have brought down the cost of insurance for each family by $2,500 a
family. Instead, it's gone up by that amount. So it's expensive. Expensive things hurt
families. So that's one reason | don't want it.

Second reason, it cuts $716 billion from Medicare to pay for it. | want to put that money
back in Medicare for our seniors.

Number three, it puts in place an unelected board that's going to tell people ultimately
what kind of treatments they can have. | don't like that idea.

Fourth, there was a survey done of small businesses across the country, said, what's been
the effect of Obamacare on your hiring plans? And three-quarters of them said it makes us
less likely to hire people. | just don't know how the president could have come into office,
facing 23 million peopte out of work, rising unemployment, an economic crisis at the — at
the kitchen table, and spend his energy and passion for two years fighting for Obamacare
instead of fighting for jobs for the American people. It has killed jobs.

And the best course for health care is to do what we did in my state: craft a plan at the
state level that fits the needs of the state. And then let's focus on getting the costs down
for people, rather than raising it with the $2,500 additional premium.

LEHRER: Mr. President, the argument against repeal? OBAMA: Well, four years ago,
when | was running for office, | was traveling around and having those same
conversations that Governor Romney talks about. And it wasn't just that small businesses
were seeing costs skyrocket and they couldn't get affordable coverage even if they wanted
to provide it to their employees. It wasn't just that this was the biggest driver of our federal
deficit, our overall health care costs, but it was families who were worried about going
bankrupt if they got sick, millions of families, all across the country.

If they had a pre-existing condition, they might not be able to get coverage at all. If they
did have coverage, insurance companies might impose an arbitrary limit. And so as a
consequence, they're paying their premiums, somebody gets really sick, lo and behold,
they don't have enough money to pay the bills, because the insurance companies say that
they've hit the limit.

So we did woﬁ_gp this, glgqgside worl_si_n_g_ _o_n_jt_)_b_si lggg@_t_ls_e_t_ms_is P_a_r_t_qf making sure




“that middie-class families are secure in this country.

And let me tell you exactly what Obamacare did. Number one, if you've got health
insurance, it doesn't mean a government takeover. You keep your own insurance. You
keep your own doctor. But it does say insurance companies can't jerk you around. They
can't impose arbitrary lifetime limits. They have to let you keep your kid on their insurance
— your insurance plan until you're 26 years old. And it also says that you're going to have
to get rebates if insurance companies are spending more on administrative costs and
profits than they are on actual care.

Number two, if you don't have health insurance, we're essentially setting up a group plan
that allows you to benefit from group rates that are typically 18 percent lower than if you're
out there trying to get insurance on the individual market.

Now, the last point I'd make before...

' LEHRER: Two minutes — two minutes is up, sir.

- OBAMA: No, | think — | had five seconds before you interrupted me, was ...

: (LAUGHTER)

... the irony is that we've seen this model work really well in Massachusetts, because

" Governor Romney did a good thing, working with Democrats in the state to set up what is

essentially the identical model and as a consequence people are covered there. It hasn't
destroyed jobs. And as a consequence, we now have a system in which we have the
opportunity to start bringing down costs, as opposed to just leaving millions of people out
in the cold.

LEHRER: Your five seconds went away a long time ago.

All right, Governor. Governor, tell — tell the president directly why you think what he just
said is wrong about Obamacare?

ROMNEY: Well, | did with my first statement.
(CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: First of all, | like the way we did it in Massachusetts. | | ke the fact that in my
state, we had Republicans and Democrats come together and work together. What you
did instead was to push through a plan without a single Republican vote. As a matter of
fact, when Massachusetts did something quite extraordinary — elected a Republican
senator to stop Obamacare, you pushed it through anyway.

So entirely on a partisan basis, instead of bringing America together and having a
discussion on this important topic, you pushed through something that you and Nancy
Pelosi and Harry Reid thought was the best answer and drove it through.

What we did in a legislature 87 percent Democrat, we worked together; 200 legislators in
my legislature, only two voted against the plan by the time we were finished. What were
some differences? We didn't raise taxes. You've raised them by $1 trillion under
Obamacare. We didn't cut Medicare. Of course, we don't have Medicare, but we didn't cut
Medicare by $716 billion.

ROMNEY: We didn't put in place a board that can tell people ultimately what treatments
they're going to receive. We didn't also do something that | think a number of people
across this country recognize, which is put — put people in a position where they're going
to lose the insurance they had and they wanted.

Right now, the CBO says up to 20 million people will lose their insurance as Obamacare
goes into effect next year. And likewise, a study by McKinsey and Company of American
businesses said 30 percent of them are anticipating dropping people from coverage.

So for those reasons, for the tax, for Medicare, for this board, and for people losing their
insurance, this is why the American people don't want Medicare — don't want
Obamacare. It's why Republicans said, do not do this, and the Republicans had — had
the plan. They put a plan out. They put out a plan, a bipartisan plan. It was swept aside.

| think something this big, this important has to be done on a bipartisan basis. And we
have to have a president who can reach across the aisle and fashion important legislation
with the input from both parties.

OBAMA: Governor Romney said this has to be done on a bipartisan basis. This was a
bipartisan idea. In fact, it was a Republican idea. And Governor Romney at the beginning
of this debate wrote and said what we did in Massachusetts could be a model for the
nation.

And | agree that the Democratic legislators in Massachusetts might have given some
advice to Republicans in Congress about how to cooperate, but the fact of the matter is,
we used the same advisers, and they say it's the same plan.

It — when Governor Romney talks about this board, for example, unelected board that

: we've created, what this is, is a group of health care experts, doctors, et cetera, to figure




: out, how can we reduce the cost of care in the system overall?

Because there — there are two ways of dealing with our health care crisis. One is to
simply leave a whole bunch of people uninsured and let them fend for themselves, to let
businesses figure out how long they can continue to pay premiums until finally they just
give up, and their workers are no longer getting insured, and that's been the trend line.

Or, alternatively, we can figure out, how do we make the cost of care more effective? And
there are ways of doing it.

So at Cleveland Clinic, one of the best health care systems in the world, they actually
provide great care cheaper than average. And the reason they do is because they do
some smart things. They — they say, if a patient's coming in, let's get all the doctors
together at once, do one test instead of having the patient run around with 10 tests. Let's
make sure that we're providing preventive care so we're catching the onset of something
like diabetes. Let's — let's pay providers on the basis of performance as opposed to on
the basis of how many procedures they've — they've engaged in.

Now, so what this board does is basically identifies best practices and says, let's use the
purchasing power of Medicare and Medicaid to help to institutionalize all these good
things that we do.

And the fact of the matter is that, when Obamacare is fully implemented, we're going to be
in a position to show that costs are going down. And over the last two years, health care
premiums have gone up — it's true — but they've gone up slower than any time in the last
50 years. So we're already beginning to see progress. In the meantime, fo ks out there
with insurance, you're already getting a rebate.

Let me make one last point. Governor Romney says, we should replace it, I'm just going to
repeal it, but — but we can replace it with something. But the problem is, he hasn't

descr bed what exactly we'd replace it with, other than saying we're going to leave it to the
states.

OBAMA: But the fact of the matter is that some of the prescriptions that he's offered, | ke
letting you buy insurance across state lines, there's no indication that that somehow is
going to help somebody who's got a pre-existing condition be able to finally buy insurance.
In fact, it's estimated that by repealing Obamacare, you're looking at 50 million people
losing health insurance...

LEHRER: Let's...
OBAMA: ... at a time when it's vitally important.

LEHRER: Let's let the governor explain what you would do...

* ROMNEY: Well...

LEHRER: ... if Obamacare is repealed. How would you replace it?
(CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: Well, actually it's — it's — it's a lengthy description. But, number one,
preexisting conditions are covered under my plan. Number two, young people are able to
stay on their family plan. That's already offered in the private marketplace. You don't have
to have the government mandate that for that to occur.

But let's come back to something the president and | agree on, which is the key task we
have in health care is to get the cost down so it's more affordable for families. And then he
has as a model for doing that a board of people at the government, an unelected board,
appointed board, who are going to decide what kind of treatment you ought to have.

(CROSSTALK)

ROMNEY: In my opinion, the government is not effective in — in bringing down the cost of
almost anything. As a matter of fact, free people and free enterprises trying to find ways to
do things better are able to be more effective in bringing down the cost than the
government will ever be.

Your example of the Cleveland Clinic is my case in point, along with several others | could
descr be.

This is the private market. These are small — these are enterprises competing with each
other, leaming how to do better and better jobs. | used to consult to businesses — excuse
me, to hospitals and to health care providers. | was astonished at the creativity and
innovation that exists in the American people.

In order to bring the cost of health care down, we don't need to have a board of 15 people
telling us what kinds of treatments we should have. We instead need to put insurance
plans, providers, hospitals, doctors on target such that they have an incentive, as you say,
performance pay, for doing an excellent job, for keeping costs down, and that's happening.
Innermountain Healthcare does it superbly well, Mayo Clinic is doing it superbly well,
Cleveland Clinic, others.




. ROMNEY: But the right answer is not to have the faderal govemment take over health
¢ care and start mandating to the providers across America, telling a patient and a doctor
! what kind of treatment they can have.

That's the wrong way to go. The private market and individual respons bility always work
best.

OBAMA: Let me just point out first of all this board that we're ta king about can't make
decisions about what treatments are given. That's explicitly prohibited in the law. But let's
. go back to what Govemor Romney indicated, that under his plan, he would be able to

1 cover people with preexisting conditions.

" Well, actually Governor, that isn't what your plan does. What your plan does is to duplicate
i what's already the law, which says if you are out of health insurance for three months,

i then you can end up getting continuous coverage and an insurance company can't deny

1 you if you've — if it's been under 90 days.

+ But that's already the law and that doesn't help the millions of people out there with

| preexisting conditions. There's a reason why Governor Romney set up the plan that he did
I' in Massachusetts. It wasn't a government takeover of health care. It was the largest

: expansion of private insurance. But what it does say is that "insurers, you've got to take

. everybody."

* Now, that also means that you've got more customers. But when — when Governor

: Romney says that he'll replace it with something, but can't detail how it will be in fact
replaced and the reason he set up the system he did in Massachusetts was because there
1 isn't a better way of dealing with the preexisting conditions problem.

! OBAMA: It just reminds me of, you know, he says that he's going to close deductions and
loopholes for his tax plan. That's how it's going to be paid for, but we don't know the
details. He says that he's going to replace Dodd-Frank, Wall Street reform, but we don't

: know exactly which ones. He won't tell us. He now says he's going to replace Obamacare
' and ensure that all the good things that are in it are going to be in there and you don't
have to worry.

' And at some point, | think the American people have to ask themselves, is the reason that
Governor Romney is keeping all these plans to replace secret because they're too good?

i' Is it — is it because that somehow middie-class families are going to benefit too much
from them?

i No. The reason is, is because, when we reform Wall Street, when we tackle the problem
i of pre-existing conditions, then, you know, these are tough problems and we've got to

* make choices. And the choices we've made have been ones that ultimately are benefiting
: middle-class families all across the country.

' LEHRER: We're going to move to...
i ROMNEY: No. | — | have to respond to that.

LEHRER: No, but...

ROMNEY: Which is — which is my experience as a governor is if | come in and — and lay
down a piece of legislation and say, "It's my way or the highway," | don't get a lot done.
What | do is the same way that Tip O'Neill and Ronald Reagan worked together some

i years ago. When Ronald Reagan ran for office, he laid out the principles that he was

i going to foster. He said he was going to lower tax rates. He said he was going to broaden
the base. You've said the same thing, you're going to simplify the tax code, broaden the
base.

i Those are my principles. | want to bring down the tax burden on middle-income families.
i And I'm going to work together with Congress to say, OK, what — what are the various

+ ways we could bring down deductions, for instance? One way, for instance, would be to
have a single number. Make up a number, $25,000, $50,000. Anybody can have

I deductions up to that amount. And then that number disappears for high-income people.
That's one way one could do it. One could follow Bowles-Simpson as a model and take

' deduction by deduction and make differences that way. There are alternatives to
accomplish the objective | have, which is to bring down rates, broaden the base, simplify
1 the code, and create incentives for growth. And with regards to health care, you had

" remarkable details with regards to my pre-existing condition plan. You obviously studied
up on — on my plan. In fact, | do have a plan that deals with people with pre-existing
conditions. That's part of my health care plan. And what we did in Massachusetts is a

. model for the nation state by state. And | said that at that time.

. The federal government taking over health care for the entire nation and whisking aside
- the 10th Amendment, which gives states the rights for these kinds of things, is not the
course for America to have a stronger, more vibrant economy.

LEHRER: That is a terrific segue to our next segment, and is the role of government. And
- and let's see. Role of government. And it is — you are first on this, Mr. President. And
the question is this. Do you believe, both of you — but you had the first two minutes on
this, Mr. President — do you believe there's a fundamental difference between the two of




. 'you as to how you view the mission of the federal govemment?

OBAMA: Well, | definitely think there are differences.
LEHRER: And do you — yeah.

OBAMA: The first role of the federal government is to keep the American people safe.
That's its most basic function. And as commander-in-chief, that is something that I've
worked on and thought about every single day that I've been in the Oval Office.

But | also believe that government has the capacity, the federal government has the
capacity to help open up opportunity and create ladders of opportunity and to create

' frameworks where the American people can succeed.

Look, the genius of America is the free enterprise system and freedom and the fact that
people can go out there and start a business, work on an idea, make their own decisions.

OBAMA: But as Abraham Lincoln understood, there are also some things we do better
together. So, in the middle of the Civil War, Abraham Lincoln said, let's help to finance the
Transcontinental Railroad, let's start the National Academy of Sciences, let's start land
grant colleges, because we want to give these gateways of opportunity for all Americans,
because if all Americans are getting opportunity, we're all going to be better off. That
doesn't restrict people's freedom. That enhances it.

And so what |'ve tried to do as president is to apply those same principles.

And when it comes to education what I've said is we've got to reform schools that are not
working. We use something called Race to the Top. Wasn't a top-down approach,
Govemnor. What we've said is to states, we'll give you more money if you initiate reforms.
And as a consequence, you had 46 states around the country who have made a real
difference.

But what I've also said is let's hire another 100,000 math and science teachers to make
sure we maintain our technological lead and our people are skilled and able to succeed.
And hard-pressed states right now can't all do that. In fact we've seen layoffs of hundreds
of thousands of teachers over the last several years, and Governor Romney doesn't think
we need more teachers. | do, because | think that that is the kind of investment where the

. federal government can help.

It can't do it all, but it can make a difference. And as a consequence we'll have a better
trained workforce and that will create jobs because companies want to locate in places

. where we've got a skilled workforce.

LEHRER: Two minutes, Governor, on the role of government. Your view?

ROMNEY: Well, first, | love great schools. Massachusetts, our schools are ranked number
one of all 50 states. And the key to great schools, great teachers.

So | reject the idea that | don't believe in great teachers or more teachers. Every school
district, every state should make that decision on their own.

The role of government. Look behind us. The Constitution and the Declaration of
Independence. The role of government is to promote and protect the principles of those
documents.

¢ ROMNEY: First, life and liberty. We have a responsibility to protect the lives and liberties

of our people, and that means a military second to none. | do not believe in cumng our
military. | believe in maintaining the strength of America's military.

Second, in that line that says we are endowed by our creator with our rights, | believe we
must maintain our commitment to religious tolerance and freedom in this country. That
statement also says that we are endowed by our creator with the right to pursue
happiness as we choose. | interpret that as, one, making sure that those people who are
less fortunate and can't care for themselves are cared by — by one another.

We're a nation that believes that we're all children of the same god and we care for those
that have difficulties, those that are elderly and have problems and challenges, those that
are disabled. We care for them. And we — we look for discovery and innovation, all these
things desired out of the American heart to provide the pursuit of happiness for our
citizens.

But we also believe in maintaining for individuals the right to pursue their dreams and not

¢ to have the government substitute itself for the rights of free individuals. And what we're

_ seeing right now is, in my view, a — a trickle-down government approach, which has

- government thinking it can do a better job than free people pursuing their dreams. And it's
! not working.

And the proof of that is 23 million people out of work. The proof of that is 1 out of 6 people
in poverty. The proof of that is we've gone from 32 million on food stamps to 47 million on
food stamps. The proof of that is that 50 percent of college graduates this year can't find
work.

LEHRER: All right.




! "TROMNEY: We know that the path we're taking is not working. it's time for a new path.

LEHRER: All right. Let's go through some specifics in terms of what — how each of you
views the role of government. How do — education. Does the federal government have a
responsibility to improve the quality of public education in America?

ROMNEY: Well, the primary responsibility for education is — is, of course, at the state and
local level. But the federal government also can play a very important role. And | — and |

: agree with Secretary Arne Duncan, he's — some ideas he's put forward on Race to the

Top, not all of them, but some of them | agree with and — and congratulate him for
pursuing that. The federal government can get local and — and state schools to do a
better job.

My own view, by the way, is I've added to that. | happen to believe, | want the kids that are
getting federal dollars from IDEA or Title | — these are disabled kids or — or — or poor
kids or — or lower-income kids, rather, | want them to be able to go to the school of their
choice.

So all federal funds, instead of going to the — to the state or to the school district, I'd have
go, if you will, follow the child and let the parent and the child decide where to send their
— their — their student.

LEHRER: How do you see the federal government's responsibility to, as | say, to improve
the quality of public education in this country?

OBAMA: Well, as I've indicated, | think that it has a significant role to play. Through our
Race to the Top program, we've worked with Republican and Democratic governors to
initiate major reforms, and they're having an impact right now.

LEHRER: Do you think you have a difference with your views and — and those of
Governor Romney on — about education and the federal government?

OBAMA: You know, this is where budgets matter, because budgets reflect choices. So
when Governor Romney indicates that he wants to cut taxes and potentially benefit fo ks
like me and him, and to pay for it we're having to initiate significant cuts in federal support
for education, that makes a difference.

You know, his — his running mate, Congressman Ryan, put forward a budget that reflects
many of the principles that Governor Romney's ta ked about. And it wasn't very detailed.
This seems to be a trend. But — but what it did do is to — if you extrapolated how much
money we're talking about, you'd look at cutting the education budget by up to 20 percent.

OBAMA: When it comes to community colleges, we are seeing great work done out there
all over the country because we have the opportunity to train people for jobs that exist
right now. And one of the things | suspect Governor Romney and | probably agree on is
getting businesses to work with community colleges so that they're setting up their training
programs...

LEHRER: Do you — do you agree, Governor?
OBAMA: Let me just finish the point.
(CROSSTALK)

OBAMA: The — where they're partnering so that they're designing training programs. And
people who are going through them know that there's a job waiting for them if they
complete it. That makes a big difference, but that requires some federal support.

Let me just say one final example. When it comes to making college affordable, whether
it's two-year or four-year, one of the things that | did as president was we were sending
$60 billion to banks and lenders as middlemen for the student loan program, even though
the loans were guaranteed. So there was no risk for the banks or the lenders, but they
were taking billions out of the system.

And we said, "Why not cut out the middleman?" And as a consequence, what we've been
able to do is to provide millions more students assistance, lower or keep low interest rates
on student loans. And this is an example of where our priorities make a difference.

Govemnor Romney, | genuinely believe cares about education, but when he tells a student
that, you know, "you should borrow money from your parents to go to college,” you know,
that indicates the degree to which, you know, there may not be as much of a focus on the
fact that folks like myself, folks like Michelle, kids probably who attend University of
Denver, just don't have that option.

And for us to be able to make sure that they've got that opportunity and they can wa k
through that door, that is vitally important not just to those kids. it's how we're going to
grow this economy over the long term.

LEHRER: We're running out of time, gentlemen.
(CROSSTALK) LEHRER: Governor?

ROMNEY: Mr. President, Mr. President, you're entitled as the president to your own




" airplane ‘and to your own house, but not to your own facts. All right, I'm not going tocut ~ ~ ~~

education funding. | don't have any plan to cut education funding and — and grants that
go to people going to college. I'm planning on (inaudible) to grow. So I'm not planning on
making changes there.

But you make a very good point, which is that the place you put your money just makes a
pretty clear indication of where your heart is. You put $90 billion into — into green jobs.
And | — look, I'm all in favor of green energy. $90 billion, that would have — that would
have hired 2 miflion teachers. $90 billion.

And these businesses, many of them have gone out of business, | think about half of
them, of the ones have been invested in have gone out of business. A number of them
happened to be owned by people who were contributors to your campaigns.

Look, the right course for America's government, we were talking about the role of
government, is not to become the economic player, picking winners and losers, telling

. people what kind of health treatment they can receive, taking over the health care system

that has existed in this country for a long, long time and has produced the best health
records in the world.

The right answer for government is say, How do we make the private sector become more
efficient and more effective? How do we get schools to be more competitive? Let's grade

i them. | propose we grade our schools so parents know which schools are succeeding and

failing, so they can take their child to a — to a school that he's being more successful.

| don't want to cut our commitment to education. | wanted to make it more effective and

: efficient. And by the way, I've had that experience. | don't just ta k about it. I've been there.

Massachusetts schools are ranked number one in the nation. This is not because | didn't

" have commitment to education. it's because | care about education for all of our kids.

LEHRER: All right, gentlemen...

© (CROSSTALK)

LEHRER: Excuse me (inaudible). Excuse me, sir. We've got — we've got — barely have
three minutes left. I'm not going to grade the two of you and say your answers have been

- too long or I've done a poor job.

; OBAMA: You've done a great job.

LEHRER: Oh, well, no. But the fact is government — the role of govemment and
governing, we've lost a pod in other words. So we only have three — three minutes left in
the — in the debate before we go to your closing statements. And so | want to ask finally

. here, and remember, we've got three minutes total time here — and the question is this.
. Many of the legislative functions of the federal government right now are in a state of
- paralysis as a result of partisan gridlock. If elected, in your case, if re-elected, in your

case, what would you do about that?

: Governor?

ROMNEY: Jim, | had the great experience — it didn't seem | ke it at the time — of being
elected in a state where my legislature was 87 percent Democrat. And that meant | figured
out from day one | had to get along and | had to work across the aisle to get anything
done. We drove our schools to be number one in the nation. We cut taxes 19 times.

LEHRER: But what would you do as president?

ROMNEY: We — as president, | will sit on day one — actually, the day after | get elected
— I'll sit down with leaders — the Democratic leaders, as well as Republican leaders, and
continue — as we did in my state — we met every Monday for a couple hours, talked

* about the issues and the challenges in the — in the — in our state in that case. We have
. to work on a collaborative basis, not because we're going to compromise our principle, but

because there's common ground.

And the challenges America faces right now — look, the reason I'm in this race is there

. are people that are really hurting today in this country. And we face — this deficit could
: crush the future generations. What's happening in the Middle East, there are
. developments around the world that are of real concern.

 LEHRER: All right.

ROMNEY: And Republicans and Democrats both love America. But we need to have
leadership — leadership in Washington that will actually bring people together and get the
job done and could not care less if — if it's a Republican or a Democrat. I've done it
before. l'll do it again.

LEHRER: Mr. President?

. OBAMA: Well, first of all, | think Governor Romney's going to have a busy first day,

because he's also going to repeal Obamacare, which will not be very popular among

- Demacrats as you're sitting down with them.

* (LAUGHTER)



. But, look, my philosophy has been, | will take ideas from anybody, Democrat or

Republican, as long as they're advancing the cause of making middle-class families

" stronger and giving ladders of opportunity to the middle class. That's how we cut taxes for
. middle- class families and small businesses. That's how we cut a trillion dollars of

. spending that wasn't advancing that cause. That's how we signed three trade deals into

" law that are helping us to double our exports and sell more American products around the

; world. That's how we repealed "don't ask/don't tell.” That's how we ended the war in Iraq,

as | promised, and that's how we're going to wind down the war in Afghanistan. That's how
we went after Al Qaida and bin Laden.

So we've — we've seen progress even under Republican control of the House of
Representatives. But, ultimately, part of being principled, part of being a leader is, A, being
able to describe exactly what it is that you intend to do, not just saying, "I'll sit down," but

+ you have to have a plan.

Number two, what's important is occasionally you've got to say no, to — to — to folks both
in your own party and in the other party. And, you know, yes, have we had some fights
between me and the Republicans when — when they fought back against us reining in the

. excesses of Wall Street? Absolutely, because that was a fight that needed to be had.

When — when we were fighting about whether or not we were going to make sure that

- Americans had more security with their health insurance and they said no, yes, that was a

fight that we needed to have.

. LEHRER: All right

: OBAMA: And so part of leadership and governing is both saying what it is that you are for,

but also being willing to say no to some things. And |'ve got to tell you, Govermnor Romney,
when it comes to his own party during the course of this campaign, has not displayed that
willingness to say no to some of the more extreme parts of his party.

LEHRER: That brings us to closing statements. It was a coin toss. Governor Romney, you
~ won the toss and you elected to go last, so you have a closing two minutes, Mr. President.

: OBAMA: Well, Jim, | want to thank you, and | want to thank Governor Romney, because |
i think was a terrific debate, and | very much appreciate it. And | want to thank the

University of Denver.

You know, four years ago, we were going through a major crisis. And yet my faith and

. confidence in the American future is undiminished. And the reason is because of its

. people, because of the woman | met in North Carolina who decided at 55 to go back to

" school because she wanted to inspire her daughter and now has a job from that new

* training that she's gotten; because a company in Minnesota who was willing to give up

" salaries and perks for their executives to make sure that they didn't lay off workers during
a recession.

! The auto workers that you meet in Toledo or Detroit take such pride in building the best

cars in the world, not just because of a paycheck, but because it gives them that sense of
pride, that they're helping to build America. And so the question now is how do we build
on those strengths. And everything that I've tried to do, and everything that I'm now
proposing for the next four years in terms of improving our education system or
developing American energy or making sure that we're closing loopholes for companies
that are shipping jobs overseas and focusing on small businesses and companies that are
creating jobs here in the United States, or closing our deficit in a responsible, balanced
way that allows us to invest in our future.

' All those things are designed to make sure that the American people, their genius, their

grit, their determination, is — is channeled and — and they have an opportunity to
succeed. And everybody's getting a fair shot. And everybody's getting a fair share —
everybody's doing a fair share, and everybody's playing by the same rules.

. You know, four years ago, | said that I'm not a perfect man and | wouldn't be a perfect
. president. And that's probably a promise that Governor Romney thinks I've kept. But | also

promised that I'd fight every single day on behalf of the American people, the middle
class, and all those who were striving to get into the middle class. I've kept that promise
and if you'll vote for me, then | promise I'll fight just as hard in a second term.

" LEHRER; Governor Romney, your two-minute closing.

: ROMNEY: Thank you, Jim, and Mr. President. And thank you for tuning in this evening.

This is a — this is an important election and I'm concerned about America. I'm concerned
about the direction America has been taking over the last four years.

| — | know this is bigger than an election about the two of us as individuals. It's bigger
than our respective parties. It's an election about the course of America. What kind of
America do you want to have for yourself and for your children.

And there really are two very different paths that we began speaking about this evening,

" and over the course of this month we're going to have two more presidential debates and
" avice presidential debate. We're talk about those two paths.

But they lead in very different directions. And it's not just looking to our words thatyou | _




"have to take in evidence of where they go. You can look at the record.

There's no question in my mind that if the president were to be reelected you'll continue to
see a middle-class squeeze with incomes going down and prices going up.

I'll get incomes up again.

You'll see chronic unemployment. We've had 43 straight months with unemployment
above 8 percent.

If I'm president | will create — help create 12 million new jobs in this country with rising
incomes.

If the president's reelected, Obamacare will be fully installed. In my view that's going to
mean a whole different way of life for people who counted on the insurance plan they had
in the past. Many will lose it. You're going to see health premiums go up by some $2,500
per family. ’

If I'm elected we won't have Obama. We'll put in place the kind of principles that | put in
place in my own state and allow each state to craft their own programs to get people
insured and we'll focus on getting the cost of health care down.

If the president were to be reelected you're going to see a $716 billion cut to Medicare.
You'll have 4 million people who will lose Medicare Advantage. You'll have hospital and
providers that'll no longer accept Medicare patients.

I'll restore that $716 billion to Medicare.

And finally, military. The president's reelected you'll see dramatic cuts to our military. The
secretary of defense has said these would be even devastating.

1 will not cut our commitment to our military. | will keep America strong and get America's
middle class working again.

Thank you, Jim.

LEHRER: Thank you, Governor.

Thank you, Mr. President.

‘The next debate will be the vice presidential event on Thursday, October 11th at Centre
College in Danville, Kentucky. For now, from the University of Denver, I'm Jim Lehrer.
Thank you, and good night.

(APPLAUSE)

END

© 2014 POLITICO LLC
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Former Democratic Party Leader Paul Kirk Backs
Obama (Updatel)

By Jonathan D. Sulant - May (2. 2008

May 2 (Bloomberg) -- Former Democratic National Committee Chairman Paul Kirk formally pledged
his superdelegate vote to Barack Obama today, the second former party leader to back the Illinois
senator in two days.

Obama " “has and will continue to expand the electorate beyond the traditional Democratic Party base
and bring young and new and independent voters to the Democratic banner in November," Kirk, a
party superdelegate from Massachusetts, said in a statement released by Obama'’s campaign.

Kirk previously expressed support for Obama, though he hadn't publicly pledged to cast his vote for
him at the party's national convention when the nominee will be chosen.

He and former party leader Joe Andrew, who switched his support from Hillary Clinton to Obama
yesterday, are among the 795 superdelegates who will have decisive votes at the nominating
convention. The endorsements come just days before the May 6 Democratic primaries in North
Carolina and Indiana.

Clinton's campaign released a statement saying Kirk has been an Obama backer since at least
February and the announcement was intended * “to divert attention from their recent troubles."

The campaign also released a letter from seven former Democratic chairmen who are supporting
Clinton and are urging other superdelegates to do the same.

*Much at Stake'

* “We encourage you to continue to fully consider Hillary Clinton and the fact that she is qualified and
accomplished,"” the letter said. * *Too much is at stake for us not to consider deeply the choice we must
make for our party and our country."”

While New York Senator Clinton still leads Obama in backing from superdelegates -- the party leaders
and officeholders who aren't bound by results of primaries and caucuses -- Obama has been catching
up since the March 4 round of primaries. With Kirk's declaration, Clinton has 273 superdelegate
endorsements to Obama's 250, based on lists provided by the campaigns and public announcements.
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Obama leads among pledged delegates; 1,488 to 1,334, according to an unofficial count by the
Associated Press. A candidate needs 2,025 to get the nomination.

To contact the reporter on this story: Jonathan D. Salant in Washington at jsalant@bloomberg.net.

To contact the editor responsible for this story: Michael Forsythe at mforsythe@bloomberg.net.
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Former Kennedy Aide Is Appointed to Fill His Senate Seat
By ABBY GOODNOUGH and CARL HULSE

BOSTON — Gov. Deval Patrick today named Paul G. Kirk Jr., a former aide and longtime confidant of the
late Senator Edward M. Kennedy, to Mr. Kennedy’s seat.

“He shares the sense of service that so distinguished Senator Kennedy,” Governor Patrick, a Democrat, said
at a news conference in Boston. “The interests of the commonwealth have never been more vital or at stake
in the Congress today.”

Mr. Kirk, a longtime friend of the Kennedy family and onetime special assistant to Senator Kennedy, is
scheduled to take the oath of office on Friday and serve until a special election on Jan. 19; he has pledged
not to run in the election. He said on Thursday that he would keep the late senator’s staff in place.

Mr. Kirk was the favorite of the late senator’s wife and two sons, as well as some officials in President
Obama’s administration, according to people familiar with the matter. The president issued a statement
after the appointment was announced.

“I am pleased that Massachusetts will have its full representation in the United States Senate in the coming
months, as important issues such as health care, financial reform and energy will be debated,” Mr. Obama
said. “Paul Kirk is a distinguished leader whose long collaboration with Senator Kennedy makes him an
excellent interim choice to carry on his work until the voters make their choice in January.”

On Wednesday, the Massachusetts legislature gave final approval to a bill that allowed Mr. Patrick to name
an interim successor to Mr. Kennedy, who died of brain cancer last month.

Late Thursday morning, however, the Massachusetts Republican Party filed a motion in Suffolk Superior
Court requesting an injunction to keep the appointment of Mr. Kirk from taking effect. In its motion, party
leaders argue that it was unconstitutional for the governor to have put the new law into effect imnmediately.

“It’s in the judge’s hands now,” said Tarah Donoghue, communications director for the state party. .

A person close to the Kennedy family said Wednesday that Mr. Kennedy’s widow, Victoria Reggie Kennedy,
and his sons, Edward M. Kennedy Jr. and Representative Patrick J. Kennedy of Rhode Island, had urged
Mr. Patrick to appoint Mr. Kirk, who worked for Senator Kennedy in the 1970s, and later served as

chairman of the Democratic National Committee.

Mr. Kirk said he was grateful the family chose him “to be a voice and a vote” for the late senator’s causes.

“This appointment is a profound honor, and I accept it with sincere humility,” he said.

http:/Aww.ntimes.com/2009/09/25/us/politics/25massachusetts.html ?mabReward=relbias:w,{&_r=08%2334,1=&%2334;:= &%2334;R|:7=8%2334;)=&module=S...
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The other Massachusetts senator, John Kerry, said at the news conference that Mr. Kirk would be a
“superb steward” for Mr. Kennedy'’s seat.

Mr. Kirk, 71, is chairman of the John F. Kennedy Library Foundation in Boston. Several friends and
associates described him as low-key and laconic, a shrewd political strategist who could have run for office
himself but decided he preferred a behind-the-scenes role.

Democrats in Washington and Massachusetts expressed enthusiasm for his candidacy, saying Mr. Kirk was
familiar enough with Capitol Hill and Mr. Kennedy's priorities to seamlessly pick up where the senator left
off.

Just before Mr. Kennedy died on Aug. 25, he asked the legislature to change the law and let Mr. Patrick
appoint a temporary replacement for his seat until a special election could be held. That election is
scheduled for Jan. 19.

Although Mr. Kennedy did not mention it when he made the request, it is clear that Democratic votes will
be crucial to passing the contentious health care legislation making its way through Congress. He was a
champion of overhauling the health care system, but with his seat empty, Democrats in the Senate are not
assured the 60 votes necessary to pass the legislation.

Under the State Constitution, Mr. Patrick has to take the unusual step of declaring the law an emergency to
make it effective immediately; most new laws cannot take effect for 9o days.

State Republicans said they might try to block an emergency declaration, and indeed late Wednesday,
several House Republicans asked Mr. Patrick to seek an advisory opinion from the state’s Supreme Judicial
Court on whether he had the authority to make such a declaration. But William F. Galvin, the secretary of
state, said there were no grounds for a legal challenge. “This procedure goes on all the time,” said Mr.
Galvin, a Democrat.

Mr. Patrick returned to Boston on Wednesday after several weeks recuperating from hip surgery at his
home in western Massachusetts.

In addition to Mr. Kirk, Mr. Patrick was said to have considered Michael S. Dukakis, a former governor and
1988 presidential nominee, and Evelyn Murphy, a former lieutenant governor under Mr. Dukakis.

Republicans, who have fought the succession bill, tried again Wednesday to stall or quash it. Governors here
had the power to fill Senate vacancies until 2004, when the Democratic majority in the legislature changed
the law to require a special election. Democrats worried then that if Senator John Kerry were elected
president, Gov. Mitt Romney, a Republican, would appoint a Republican.

The Constitution states that to put a new law into effect without delay, a governor must write a letter to the
secretary of state declaring that “the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, safety or
convenience” requires it.

As an alternative, the legislature can declare a new law an emergency, but it requires a two-thirds vote.
Both chambers tried but failed Wednesday to muster enough votes for such a declaration.
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Abby Goodnough reported from Boston, and Carl Hulse from Washington. Katie Zezima contributed
reporting from Boston, and Maria Newman from New York.
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BACKGROUND

1. I am President of Ipsos’ Public Affairs practice in the United States, and also lead
Ipsos’ global election polling and political risk practice. I have over a decade of experience in
public opinion polling and forecasting. 1 work with a wide variety of corporate, government,
media, and political clients, and am the spokesperson for Ipsos Public Affairs in the United
States. 1 also currently oversee Ipsos’ U.S. public opinion polling for Thomson Reuters.

2. I earned my BA from the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (Magna
Cum Laude, Phi Beta Kappa) and completed my graduate work at the University of Chicago
(MA and PhD in Sociology with a concentration in statistics and pubic opinion). [ also trained as
a survey statistician at the University of Michigan and in political psychology at Stanford. 1 am
an adjunct professor at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies and an
instructor at Columbia University School of International and Public Affairs, where I teach
courses on public opinion, reputation management, election polling, and political risk. T have

written and presented extensively in the fields of public opinion, election polling, election

_ forecasting, and survey methodology.

3. In my time at Ipsos Public Affairs U.S., I have worked on a variety of projects for
federal government, private sector, and global clients iﬁcluding: the U.S. Department of State,
Thomson Reuters, Booz Allen Hamilton, Inbev, the National Intelligence Council, the Eurasia
Group, and the British Council, among others. Before coming to Ipsos Public Affairs North
America, | was Managing Director of Ipsos Public Affairs Brazil where [ started the practice for
Ipsos and established it as the leading public opinion research firm in Brazil. In this capacity,

my primary responsibilities included project and staff management, sample design, questionnaire



design (qualitative and quantitative), data analysis, report writing, sales, client servicing, product
and service development, and ensuring the profitability of the company.

4. My expertise includes political and public opinion polling, and 1 have polled on
over 80 elections around the world. The elections I have researched include the 2012 U.S.
presidential election, 25 state-level races for the U.S. midterms in 2010; the Nigerian presidential
and gubernatorial elections in 201 1; the federal and parliamentary elections in Canada in 2011,
the Russian presidential elections in 2012; the Egyptian and Kuwaiti parliamentary elections in
2011/2012; the Venezuelan presidential elections in 2012 and 2013; the 2014 Brazilian
presidential elections; and the 2014 U.S. mid-term elections. Trained in survey sampling and
survey methods design, I have also led more than 100 full public opinion sample designs and
post-survey analytics in the following countries: Mexico, Argentina, Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador,
Colombia, Venezuela, Chile, South Africa, Russia, India, Indonesia, China, Egypt, Saudi Arabia,
Turkey, Palestine, China, Lebanon, United Arab Emirates, Iraq, Afghanistan, Canada, United
Kingdom, France, Spain, Italy, Nigeria, Mozambique, Angola, Guinea Bissau, and New
Caledonia. I am a frequent writer, analyst, and commentator on elections, communication, and

public opinion.



SCOPE OF REPORT

‘5. The Commission on Presidential Debates (“CPD”) sponsors presidential debates
held before the general election. The CPD has established three criteria to govern who is
included in the debates: 1) the candidate must fulfill the constitutional requirements to be
president, 2) the candidate must have ballot access in sufficient states to win a majority of the
electoral college, and 3) the candidate must average a vote share of at least 15% in five public
polls in September of the presidential election year.

6. I have been tasked with investigating the 15% vote share threshold established by
the CPD. This expert report examines two different subjects: First, it addresses the relationship
between this 15% vote share threshold and candidate name recognition through an analysis of
public polling data from multiple sources over the last twenty-two years. The discussion of that
subject begins at paragraph 7. Second, it addresses polling error in three-way races with

independent candidates. The discussion of that subject begins at paragraph 33.



CORRELATION BETWEEN NAME RECOGNITiON
AND VOTE SHARE IN THE ELECTORAL CONTEXT
SUMMARY

7. In opinion research there is an adage, “you have to be known to be liked.” The
aggregated data shows that this adage holds true in all domains: the public sector, the private
sector, and politics. In particular, it holds true for presidential candidates where, generally
speaking, vote share is predicated on favorability which is in turn predicated on knowing who a
candidate is. Or to put it another way, a candidate is first known, then liked, then supported.

8. In order for a candidate to achieve the CPD’s 15% vote share threshold, that
candidate must be known by a significant number.of people. In layman’s terms, the question that
this part of the report addresses is what percentage of American voters needs to know who a
candidate is before 15% of them are willing to vote for that candidate. In polling, the percentage
of people who know a candidate is referred to as name recognition. Another way to phrase the
question, then, is what level of name recognition does a candidate need to achieve in order to
reach 15% vote share.

9. There is, of course, no uniform answer to this question that holds true across all
candidates and all elections. Multiple factors, many of t-hem beyond a candidate’s control,
influence a candidate’s vote share. But that does not mean the answer to this question is entirely
unknowable. For a candidate unaffiliated with the two major parties, some level of name
recognition is nécessary for a candidate to achieve 15% vote share. One would expect that the
requisite level of name recognition is higher than 15%, since it is unlikely that 100% of people
with knowledge of a candidate would be inclined to vote for that candidate. The question is

whether it is possible to estimate, on average, the minimum amount of name recognition such an




unaffiliated candidate would need to achieve in order to expect to be able to claim a 15% vote
share.

10. My examination of public opinion trends yields such an estimate. The data show
that theré is a positive correlation between name recognition and vote share. While multiple
factors influence vote share, this correlation enables me to model the relationship between name
recognition and vote share. Presidential polling data from the past 22 years demonstrate that on
average, an independent candidate must achieve a minimum of 60% name recognition, and likely

80%, in order to obtain 15% vote share.

ACADEMIC AND THEORETIC BASIS

11.  This analysis is based on extensive foundational research from the cognitive
psychology and attitudinal formation literature. These scientific studies outline the thought
process that leads to opinions and behaviors. The fundamental model is that an individual has to
know something exists before he/she can hold an opinion about it. Once that recognition is
established, an individual can evaluate the squect and form positive or negative associations
with it. The individual then is able to form his/her own position toward the subject. With his/her
attitude formed, the individual then is equipped to act. (Azjen 1991; Campbell & Keller 2003;
Zaller 1992). This attitudinal formation process applies to decisions on voting for presidential
candidates: voters first learn of the existence of a candidate, then develop some sort of favorable
opinion towards the candidate, and that opinion leads them to vote for that candidate.

(Abramowitz 1975; Prior 2007).




DATA SOURCES AND METHODS

12.  The public opinion data used in this report is sourced from major public opinion
research organizations including Gallup, Reuters/Ipsos, Opinion Research Corporation, Pew
Research Center, Bloomberg, Associated Press-GfK, ABC News, NBC News, CBS News and
others. These opinion research organizations include most of the major media public opinion
pollsters and include many of the organizations relied upon by the CPD. The data was collected
from multiple “polling aggregators” including Polling Report, Pollster.com, the Roper Center,
and Real Clear Politics which provide central clearinghouses for polling research. The data set is
made up of over 800 separate observations — that is 800 instances of poll results measuring both
the name recognition and vote share of the same individual candidate — from the 1992, 1996,
2000, 2004, 2008, and 2012 presidential elections.

a. The public opinion data cited in this analysis samples several different portions of
the American population. These include all Americans (all American aduits),
registered voters (Americans who are registered to vote), likely voters
(Americans who, based on a variety of criteria, are considered likely to vote in the
upcoming election), Democratic voters (Americans who identify as Democrats),
and Republican voters (Americans who ide'ntify as Republicans).

b. On name recognition questions, this analysis includes samples of all Americans,
registered voters and likely voters.

c. On primary election ballot questions, the sample is almost always either
Democratic or Republican voters (depending on the partisan identification of the

candidate).
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d. General election ballot questions most commonly use samples of registered or

likely voters. However, in earlier time periods, samples of all Americans are also

present.

The public opinion poll data in this report is analyzed using regression analysis.

Regression analysis is a statistical analysis technique that allows the user to determine

correlation between variables, i.e. to determine if change observed in one variable is related to

change seen in another variable. This report uses regression analysis to examine the relationship

between our variables: name recognition and vote share. Regression analysis contains four

analytic concepts cited in this report, “variables”, an “r square”, a “regression equation”, and

“linear vs. non-linear (logarithmic) line fits”.

a. Most simply a variable is an object of interest, ideally expressed in some sort of

mathematic form. In this report poll results for name recognition and vote share
are variables. In research, variables are often referred to as “dependent” or
“independent”. Independent variables (also referred to as explanatory variables)
represent the inputs or causes in an experiment or model. The dependent variable
(also referred to as a response variable) represents the output or effect. In this
report, name recognition is the independent variable while vote share is the

dependent variable.

. The r square is a measure of how well data “fits” together, that is how much of

the variation in one variable is explained by observations of another variable. R
square (R?) is measured on a 0 to 1 scale where 1 indicates a perfect fit with 100%

of the variance in the dependent variable explained by the independent variable,
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and 0 would indicate that there is no correlation between the variables. Thus, the
higher the R?, the more reliably predictive the model is.

The regression equation is a mathematical expression of the relationship
between two variables. It is expressed as “y = bx+e” where y is the dependent
variable, x is the independent variable, b is the parameter (how the relationship
between independent and dependent is modified) and e is the error term (the
average of what is not predicted).

Standard regression analysis posits a fixed relationship between the variables
being investigated; that is for the entire range of possible responses the change in
the independent variable is associated with the same magnitude of change in the
dependent variable. This fixed relationship is referred to as a linear regression.
However, non-linear relationships exist and in many cases provide better
explanatory power. A non-linear relationship indicates that the magnitude of the
relationship between the independent and dependent variables are not fixed across
all values and can change in some mathematically derived equation. In a non-
linear relationship you have concepts such as “diminishing returns’f.

This analysis is based on understanding the general trends in public opinion data.

It is designed to explain the hypothetical “average” presidential candidate. As such it is built

from looking at data on many different candidates over many different election cycles and not at

any one individual’s experience. As with any statistical analysis, it is possible to pick individual

cases that may be outliers in the context of this model (like Ross Perot in 1992). However, these

cases do not invalidate the macro-level analysis in this report, as this analysis includes that

experience and all others in developing the model.



TERMINOLOGY

15.  “Public opinion” is a term used to simplify the discussion of the aggregated views
and opinions of a particular population. In modern use, public opinion most frequently refers to
public opinion polls or samples of the public that are meant to represent the opinion of the entire
population. The rest of this report will use the terms public opinion and polls interchangeably to
mean these public opinion pollis.

16. “Name recognition” refers to the percentage of the population that is aware of a
particular individual, organization or event as measured in public opinion polls. Name
recognition i§ most often ascertained through the use of direct questions such as “have you ever
heard of any of the following people...”. Name recognition is also often extrapolated as part of
other questions (such as familiarity or favorability) that have multiple response options where
one option includes “I have never heard of this.” In this case, the other answer categories are
jointly thought of as representing the percentage of people who are aware of the person in
question. Both versions of name recognition questions, the direct and the extrapolated, return
similar results.

a. The term “familiarity” is often used interchangeably with name recognition.
However, in public opinion research, familiarity refers to a specific condition. It is
the percentage of the population that both recognizes a subject (i.e. name
recognition) and possesses some level of deeper knowledge or understanding
about that subject. While familiarity is a useful and important indicator, it is not
central to this report.

17.  “Favorability” is the measure of the percentage of the population that voices

positive opinions about a subject. Favorability is most often measured through the use of a direct



question with a Likert scale (scale with two symmetrical poles) response set. Favorability
questions generally resemble the construction, “based on all of your knowledge or experiences,
are you generally favorable or unfavorable towards X or do you have no opinion? Is that strongly
favorable/unfavorable or somewhat favorable/unfavorable?”

18.  “Vote share”, also, frequently called horse race or ballot questions, refers to the
percentage of votes a candidate would get in a hypothetical election matchup presented by the
poll. Vote share questions are commonly asked like the following, “if the election for president
were held today, whom would you vote for candidate X or candidate Y?” Late in the election
cycle vote share questions only include the individuals still running for the particular office,
often with candidates who havé dropped out and perennial or third-party contenders excluded.
Earlier in the electic;n cycle, vote share questions are often asked as a series of match-ups using a
broad list of actual and potential candidates.

a. Vote share questions are often divided into “general election” and “primary
election” balloi questions. Primary election ballot questions are restricted to
candidates competing within a particular party’s primary election contest, i.e. only
the Democrats or Republicans competing for their respective parties’ nomination.

b. General election ballot questions are the two-way (occasionally three-way) vote
share questions matching the hypothetical or actual final party nominees for the
office. Most often this is represented by a single Democratic candidate vs. a single
Republican candidate.

19.  In public opinion research on political issues, name recognition, familiarity,
favorability, and vote share are frequently measured for major candidates for public office —

especially for presidential candidates. However, the set of candidates included for measurement
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is determined by the individual pollsters so the candidate set can and does frequently change
over the course of an election cycle. This analysis aggregates the findings from multiple polls
and multiple different pollsters to try to capture the broadest set of candidates possible and

minimize the effects of variation in any one poll.

ASSUMPTIONS
20.  The opinion formation process for presidential candidates is a very compressed
affair. The election campaign season condenses this process into at most two years and often a
much shorter time period as candidates are introduced to the public, become familiar figures and
ultimately win or lose. The dynamic of the election season introduces a number of complications
into the opinion formation process:

a. A successful campaign is predicated on increasing a candidate’s name recognition
and vote share. As a consequence, candidates generally have stronger name
recognition scores later in the ele;:tion cycle than earlier.

b. Additionally, the main purpose of an election is to narrow a larger field of
candidates to a single election winner. This means, on average, that observations
from later in the electoral cycle will include fewer candidates as the other
candidates have lost elections, run out of money, or ended candidacies for other
reasons.

c. Taking “a” and “b” together, the pre;idential election cycle can be typified into
two periods, an early period where there are numerous candidates with (widely)
divergent levels of name recognition and vote share, and a late period where there
are few candidates that are mostly well known by the public. In this analysis we

are categorizing early as before the first caucus in lowa and late as after the
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primary elections begin. The dividing line does not neatly coincide with a drop in
the number of candidates, as there may still be numerous candidates at the time of
the first primary election. But candidates are generally better known by the start
of the primaries, and in subsequent weeks and months the number of candidates

competing in the primaries typically decreases.

. The goal of this report is not to proclaim that name recognition is the only factor

affecting candidate vote share. Many other factors including fundraising,
candidate poSitioning, election results, and idiosyncratic events also exert
influence over the course of the election. However, these other factors can be
minimized, to an extent, by looking at the early time period when candidates are
just establishing their name recognition. If they “have to be known to be liked,”
they also have to be known for these other factors to take an effect as well.

In American electoral politics there is a strong ‘party halo effect’ where no matter

who the candidates representing the Republican and Democratic parties might be, they garner a

minimum vote share in the general election ballot from being associated with a party. This

ultimately complicates any analysis because a virtual unknown who runs on the Republican or

Democratic ticket can poll a hefty general election vote share, independent of name recognition

and timing. This effect can be seen in polls from the early primary period when pollsters test

hypothetical general election matchups. These hypothetical matchups can include Democratic

and Republican candidates who are not yet well known. For instance, Herman Cain in-June 2011

was only known to 48% of Republicans and had a primary election vote share of 7% but had a

general election vote share of 34%. Another example is Mike Huckabee in September 2007, who

was only known to 50% of Republicans and had a primary vote share of 4%, but his general
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election vote share was 36%. Voters will be induced to express a preference for one candidate,
éven not knowing who he or she is, because he or she is affiliated with one of the two major
parties. When included in the data analyzed, this effect tends to lower the name recognition
necessary to achieve 15% vote share. Candidates unaffiliated with the major parties (often
referred to as “independent” candidates in this report), however, do not benefit from this effect.
(Bartels 1988; Prior 2006; Kam & Zechmeister 2013).

22.  This “party halo effect’ only occurs in polling of general election matchups. In
primary election polling, all the candidates have the same partisan identification and therefore
people are not primed to express a preference for a candidate merely by virtue of his or her party
affiliation. Accordingly, this party halo effect can be controlled by focusing on primary election
matchups.

23.  Constructing a model of the relationship between name recognition and vote share
calls for some decisions about how to organize the data. Particularly, we must make decisions
about looking at data from the early vs. late time periods, using primary vs. general election
\./ote share numbers, and if the relationship is linear or non-linear.

a. An all elections model involves looking at all observations across both the early
and late time periods and using both the primary and general election vote share
questions in a single model. This model allows us to say if the relationship
between name recognition and vote share exists even in the face of complicating
variables like party effects and fundraising advantages. However this model will
not present the clearest view of the relationship between name recognition and

vote share because of the other variables.
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b. An all primary model uses all the primary election vote share questions across
both the early and late time periods. This model reduces the effect of party halos
in the data and includes the entire time series of observations of primary vote
share. However, it contains multiple late election observations where the
candidates’ name recognition is at or above 90% and exhibits limited variation.
As such, these late cases mute some of the relationship between name recognition
and vote share. _

c. The early primary analytical model examines primary election data from the
early time period. This approach allows for the clearest view of the relationship
between name recognition and vote share. Specifically, it reduces the impact of
party halos and provides multiple observations of candidates with significantly

varying levels of name recognition and vote share.

FINDINGS

24.  The first step of the analysis of attitude formation is examining the relationship

" between name recognition and vote share. The direct correlation between name recognition and

vote share varies based upon the assumptions built into the model. However all models point to a
need for significant levels of name recognition — in excess of 60% of the American public -
before a vote share of 15% can be reached. Various models are presented below:

25.  All Elections Model (early and late observations of both primary and general
election ballot questions, non-linear): Observations from both presidential election types across
all time periods introduce a number of other variables that limit the predictive power of name

recognition on its own. In this model the R? relationship is 0.41, a moderate to low level of
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correlation. Under this model, a candidate would need to have 70% name recognition in order to
reach the 15% vote share.

26.  While this gives us a “real world” sense of the relationship between name
recognition and vote share, because of the inclusion of late and general election observations, it
includes a potentially wide variety of un-accounted for variables depicted by the low R2 These
variables include potential areas like partisan effects, the effect of fundraising, the impact of
news events and primary election results. This conforms to an intuitive understanding of politics;
later in the election the polls focus on two candidates who are universally known among likely
voters, and thus changes in vote share are likely to be unrelated to changes in name recognition.
A model that more clearly represents the conditions faced by an independent candidate in
reaching 15% vote share would remove the effects of partisan halos and is present in. the all
primary model.

27.  All Primary Model (early and late observations in primary elections, non-linear):
Observations from all time periods of the primary election (before and after the elections begin)
show a similar trend to the all election model. However, by removing the general election
observations this model minimizes the effects of partisan identification on vote share and has a
commensurate increase in predictive power. The all primary model has a R? of 0.56, a
moderately strong correlation. Under this model, a candidate would need to have 80% name
recognition in order to reach the 15% vote share.

28.  This model presents a clearer depiction of the conditions that an independent
candidate would experience by minimizing the impact of party halo effect in the dataset.
However, this model is still encumbered by the effects of the primary elections Winnowing down

the field of candidates and leaving the best known, highest vote share individuals. The best
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simulati »n of the co 1ditions for an independent presidential candidate would remove the effects
of the primary elections by looking at the early time period — before vote share begins to collapse
into the iingle ultim ite winner.

29.  Earl ' Primary Model (primary election data from early time period, non-linear):
This mo Jel presents a clear picture of the relationship b :tween nam : recognition and vote share
in conditions where artisan effects are minimal, elections have not begun to winnow the field
and ther: is large va ‘iation among the range of possible name identification levels. This model
suggests that the rel tionship between name recognition and vote share is non-linear; that name

recognit on has incr :asing value as a candidate nears the top of the scale. That is, a candidate has

to reach a certain critical mass of recognition before their electoral support really begins to take -

off.
30.  This nodel predicts about 60% of the va iation in vo.e share (R? of 0.6) and
suggests that a candidate needs name recognition above 80% to reach a 15% vote share

threshol 1.

Clean Model of Name Recognition - Vote Share-

31.  Furthzr models are listed in Appendix 1.
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CONCLUSIONS
32.  All things beiﬁg equal, independent presidential candidates need to be recognized
before they have the opportunity to earn votes. The models presented here suggest that in ideal
circumstances — ones that might not exist in a typical election — a typical candidate needs to be
recognized by at least 80% of the public before he or she can reach a vote share of 15%.
Alternate scenarios modify this name recognition intercept but in all cases the typical candidate
needs to be recognized by more than 60% of the public before he or she can reach a vote share of

15%.
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POLL ERROR IN THREE-WAY RACES
WITH INDEPENDENT CANDIDATES -

SUMMARY

33.  Inthis section of the report, I ask two central questions. First, is election polling
conducted in three-way races more error prone than in two-way races? Second, given a particular
level of error, what is the probability of a false negative when a candidate is just above the 15%
threshold at the date of the poll?

34.  To answer these questions, I will first examine the extant theoretical literature on
poll (or survey) error.' I then will describe the data and methods employed for the analysis. I
finally will examine over 300 observations from 16 competitive three-way gubernatorial races
over the past fifteen years. | benchmark my analysis against 40 two-way gubernatorial races and
6 presidential races. I do not focus exclusively on presidential races in this report given the
relative lack of polling observations for competitive three-way races.

35.  Inmy analysis, we find that three-way races are more error prone than two-way
races and that such error rates are especially onerous for candidates at the cusp of the CPD’s
15% threshold. Depending on the specific conditions, the probability of such a candidate being

falsely excluded from the debate by the CPD 15% threshold ranges from 37% to 41%.

ACADEMIC AND THEORETIC BASIS
36.  Opinion research polls are subject to two broad classes of error: 1) sampling error
— or margin of error — and 2) non-sampling error. Non-sampling error includes three sub-types:
1) coverage bias, 2) nonresponse bias, and 3) measurement error. (Groves 1989 and Weisberg

2005). Coverage bias occurs when the poll sample is systematically different from the population

' Throughout this exhibit, I use poll and survey interchangeably.
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of interest. An example would be excluding poor nonwhites from the survey sample or using
incorrec: assumptio s about the makeup of the electorat : on Electio 1 Day. Nonresponse bias
occurs wﬁen those pzople who respond to a poll are systematically lifferent from those who do
not. Measurement error includes different families of er or ranging rom interview bias, to
question and questionnaire bias, to issue saliency for the respondent.

37.  Thes: two classes of error — sampling and non-sampling — are typically thought of
as orthogonal (or un -elated) and together are referred to as total survey error and depicted by the
triangle selow. The central focus of pollsters and survey researchers is to minimize such error
both at t1e survey design stage as well as the post-surve s stage thro 1gh weighting and other

statistical calibration methods.

Sampling Error

Non-Sampling Error

38.  Sampling error, typically referred to as the margin of error (MOE), is a function
of the square root of the sample size. Specifically, a MOE with a 95 % confidence interval can be

depicted mathematically as the following where “n” is t 1e size of th: sample:

MoE = + 222
ST Va
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39.  Perhaps the easiest way to visualize a MOE is showing it in graphical form. Here

a sample size of 400 has a margin of error of +/- 4.9%; vhile one of 10,000 has a MOE of +/-

0.95% (see graph below).
40. The 40E ona poll i oy
of 400 ¢ n be interp eted in the :: \....
(] “
following way: 95 t'mes out of 100 o \\m
L '%%
the population para ieter (let’s say - %M‘&:&Mhﬁumnuw‘%
™ {::l‘b
actual v ite share for Obama) is

R AP PP PP oI IP PP PP PP P PP
within +/- 4.9% percent of the

sample estimate. So, if we have a poll with Obama at 45% vbte share, the true population value
ranges s mewhere bztween 40.1% and 49.9%. However, one out of twenty times the poll
estimate might be completely outside the MOE’s range. (Lynn Vavreck, New York Times).

41.  To reduce such error, pollsters increase t 1eir sample size to the extent possible.
This is easier said than done, given the high cost per interview. As such, in the U.S., the simple
‘rule of thumb’ is th it a nationally representative poll should have a:ound 1,000 interviews with
a MOE Hf +/- 3.1%, which is a reasonable cost versus error compro nise. For state and local level
polling, he industry standard varies from 400 to 800 interviews with a MOE ranging between
+/-4.9% to +/- 3.5% given greater cost-sensitivities

42,  To gain analytical robustness, many election analysts and forecasters aggregate
multiple polls from nultiple firms to reduce poll estimate uncertainty (Young 2014; Jackman
2005). 11 effect, poll aggregation is an approach to mini nize the M )E. Nate Silver, among other
election forecasters, employed this technique during the U.S. 2012 residential election to good

effect. Given the volume of publically available polls, t e standard 3.1% MOE for a typical
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1,000 interview poll can be significantly reduced by aggregating it with other polls. Take the last
day of the U.S. presidential election as an example. By aggregating all polls on that day, the total
sample size comes to over 13,000 interviews with a corresponding MOE of +/-0.9%. |

43, Electi-on polling can suffer from all types of non-sampling error. In my
experience, election polls are especially vulnerable to coverage bias and specific kinds of
measurement error associated with low levels of election salience among voters as well as
strategic voting. The empirical evidence and election literature support my opinion. (See
Traugott and Wlezien 2008; Blumenthau 2012; Linzer 2013; Jackman 2005). Let me explain
each in greater detail:

a. First, the central challenge of any survey researcher is to ensure that the poll
sample represents the population of interest, or, in technical terms, to minimize
coverage bias. This task is especially challenging for the pollster who a priori
does not know exactly who, or what population, will show up on election day. To
minimize such uncertainty, pollsters often employ “likely voter models” to predict
the profile of voters who will actually vote (for an overview see Young and
Bricker 2013).

b. For the typical U.S. general election, only about 65% of registered voters show up
on election day. Those who show up on election day are usually quite different
from those who do not.

¢. Likely voter models can take on many forms. But most of them predict future
behavior based on past behavior. Whether the past behavior metric is taken
directly from the sdrvey as a stated behavioral response or from external data

sources, such as the Census Bureau Current Population Survey, or voter files,
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pollsters use them to predict a given respondent’s likelihood to vote based upon

~

said information.

. Such methods work well in stable political environments but break down when

underlying realities change either from an attitudinal or demographic standpoint.
Case in point is in the 2012 U.S. presidential elections. The Romney campaign
believed that he would win until the final moments. Why? They believed that the
2008 election actually was an aberration and that the electorate \.Nould revert back
to the status quo ante: more white, affluent, and older. The problem with their
assumption was that the U.S. electorate had shifted demographically, becoming

less white, younger, and poorer.

. The same can be said in Italy in the 2013 parliamentary elections. The polls as a

class got the election wrong because they underestimated voter disconfent and,
consequently, support for the comedian candidate Grillo (the Cricket). He was, in
practice, a ‘protest’ vote for disillusioned people fed-up with the system who also
were not habitual voters but who on this occasion came out to vote en masse. The
polls assumed that the electorate would be the same as in years past. Ultimately
likely voter models can and do often break down. This, in turn, can increase
coverage bias—where the poll’s sample systematically differs from the relevant
population—and thereby reduce poll accuracy.

Second, election polls especially suffer from two specific types of measurement
error: (1) election salience among voters at the time of the poll and (2) strategic

voting decisions at the time of the vote which are at odds with poll responses.
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g. On point one, the research literature and experience show that the farther a poll is

out from election day, the more error prone it will be. (Wlezien and Erikson
(2007; Holbrooke 1996; Popkin 1994). Many explanations exist, but the most
common one relates to diminished election salience among voters at the time of
the poll. Put differently, at the early stages of the electoral cycle, people are not
paying attention to the candidates and issues.

In this context, a disinterested voter population is also prone to the vagaries of
events, c.:.g. party conventions, which have a momentary impact but diminish in
effect, over time, as voters forget.

Pollsters can measure election saliency in a number of different ways. First, often
pollsters employ a simple question, such as ‘are you paying attention to the
election”. They also use candidate familiarity as a proxy for greater (or lesser)
voter attention and election saliency. Whatevgr the measure though, voters
typically only start paying particular attention close to election day. In my
experience, this window varies from one day to several months before election
day depending on the specific circumstances.

In sum, polls are more variable when they are conducted at length from election
day. The average voter is worried about more relevant “bread and butter” and
‘quality of life” issues than politics and elections. And, as such, it is not until quite
close to the election that voters begin to pay attention and hence their responses
are more considered and polls more accurate.

Multi-candidate races have an added element of complication because voters

often engage in what political scientists call strategic voting. (See Abramson et al.
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1992; Burden 2005; Cox 1998; Riker 1976; Schaffner et. al. 2001). Strategic
voting can take on two forms. First, voters might initially state a preference for a
third-party.or unaffiliated candidate but, on election day, go with a candidate that
has a higher probability of victory. In this case, the poll would overstate the
outsider or third-party and unaffiliated candidate vote share. Alternatively, voters
might actually opt for a candidate at the time of voting for no other reason than to
‘send a message’ as a protest vote. The two forms of measurement error cited

above can and do increase poll error as it relates to the final vote tally.

DATA SOURCES AND METHODS

Returning to the two research questions, is election opinion polling conducted in

three-way races more error prone than in two-way races? And with a particular level of error,

what is the probability of a false negative where a candidate just abbve the 15% threshold would

be excluded from the debates?

45.

To answer my two questions, I use data sourced from public opinion research

organizations. This includes data from 95 firms, over 1,000 polls and approximately 2,500

observations.

a.

This includes polling firms such as CNN, USA Today, Ipsos, SurveyUSA, Field
Poll, Gallup, Braun Research, Field Research Corp., Public Policy Polling,
Quinnipiac, and state-level university and newspaper polls including, Brown
University, Southeastern Louisiana University, Minnesota Public Radio, Los
Angeles Times, Portland Tribune, Suffolk University, and others. These opinion
research organization include most of the major media public opinion pollsters

and include many of the same organizations relied upon by the CPD.
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b. The data set includes observations from gubernatorial elections both with and
without prominent third party candidates or unaffiliated candidates in over 40
states between 1998 and 2013.

c. The data comes from multiple “polling aggregators’ including Polling Report,
Pollster.com, U.S. Election Atlas, and Real Clear Politics, which provide.central
clearinghouses for polling research.

46.  To analyze error in election polling, I employ an often used and widely-accepted
measure of poll accuracy or error, known.as the Average Absolute Difference (AAD). (Mitofsky,
1998).

47. The AADis a simple difference measure which takes (1) the absolute difference
between the actual results on election day for a given candidate minus the polled vote share for
that same candidate and then (2) takes the average of ‘each absolute candidate difference.

48. An example wouild be a simple two-way race. To demonstrate the logic, I include

two scenarios: scenario 1 with an. AAD of zero (0) and scenario 2 with an AAD of 2.

Actual Election Poll Result AAD Poll Result AAD
Canididate A L% % [ S 4% H
CandidateB | S5% 55% 0 53% 2l
Total 100% 100% (1] 100%- 2

49.  The AAD can also be depicted mathematically as:

ADD =(D |4R:—PR{)/c
where AR is the actual election result for candidate i; PR is the poll result for candidate i ; and ¢
is the number of candidates in a givei race.
50.  The AAD can be looked at as a measure thiat combines sampling and non-
sampling error. Here polisters will typically evaluate whether the AAD for their given poll falls
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within the MOE of the poll. An AAD equal to the MOE of a poll can be thought of as having no,.
or minimal, non-sampling error. Alternatively, pollsters typically treat a poll with an AAD larger
than the MOE as one having some form of non-sampling error.

51.  Additionally, forecasters who are aggregating polls will assess whether their
estimate falls within AAD of the aggregated sample size. Again, the market will assess an AAD
smaller or equal to the MOE positively, and an AAD larger than the MOE negatively. At its core,
the polling profession understands that MOE is a function of sample size (n) and hence cost
constraints, while non-sampling error can and should be minimized via best practices and

optimal pre- and post-survey design.

FINDINGS: AVERAGE ABSOLUTE DIFFERENCE

52.  To assess the error in two-way versus three-way races, | employ the AAD in
gubernatorial races given the relative paucity of three-way races at the presidential level

S3. I find that, in two-way gubernatorial races, the AAD increases the more distant
from election day the poll is conducted (see table 1 below). Specifically, the analysis shows that
the AAD one week out is 3.58% — approximately equivalent to the MOE for a “gold standard”
survey sample of 1000 (3.1%). In contrast, the AAD is 9% a year out from the election. Two
months before election day — the approximate period when the CPD is reviewing polling — the
AAD for two-way races is 5.5%.

54.  Again, comparing AAD and MOE gives a ‘rule of thumb” indication of the
presence and effect of non-sampling error. At one week before the election, the AAD is minimal
and estimates show little potential non-sampling error (3.58% versus 3.1%). However, at two

months out, the AAD is larger than the MOE, suggesting problems with non-sampling error.
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Table 1: Average Absolute Error in Two-Way Races

Time before Two-way gubernatorial races
election
Average absolute Aviérage
difference margin of error
One week 3.58% 3.1%

" 'One month ) 4.02%. 3.1%
Two months 5.54% 3.1%
Three months. 689% | 31%:
Six months 7.48% 3.1%
Nine mouths 8.26% 3.1%
Twelve months 9.06% 3.1%

55.  We find the samie pattern when examining three-way races. That said, the AAD is,
on average, larger than that of two-way races. Indeed, the typical three-way gubernatorial race
has an average AAD of 5% a week before the election and over 8% two months prior to election
day.

56.  Again, when compared to the MOE, even at one week, the AAD suggests
significant non-sampling error (5.06% versus 3.1%). A1d at three months out, the AAD is much

larger than a MOE of a “gold standard” 1000 interview survey (8.04% versus 3.1%).

Table 2: Average Absolute Difference in Three-way Races

Time before Three-way gubernatorial races
election
Average absolute Average
difference margin of error
One week © 5.06% T 31%
One month. 6.65% 3:1%
Two months 8.04% 31%
Three moiiths S 9.10% 3.1%
Six months’ ST 923%  31%
Niue months 11.35% 3.1%
Twelve months 13.89% 3.1%

57.  Here it is worth noting that gubernatorial races are more error prone than
presidential races (see-table 3 below). On average, the AAD for two-way gubernatorial races is 2
percentage points higher than that of presidential races. This could be a function of smaller
sample sizes or greater non-sampling eiror. The table bel6w compares the gubernatorial AAD
with presidential-level AAD at one week, three months and one year.
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Table 3: AAD for Presidential and Gubérnatorial Races

Time before Average Absolute Difference
election
Presidential Two-way. ‘Three-way. “Adjusted”
: . Iaces gubématorial  -gubemnatorial  “flitee-way
_One week ) L% 3.58% ~ 5.06% ) 3.06%
Thieemonths ~ 48%  689%  910%_ .  710%
Twelve months 7.9% 9.06% 13.89% 11.89%

58.  In our sensitivity analysis below I include a two-month AAD for a three-way
gubernatorial race (8.04%) as well as an “adjusted” two-month three-way gubematorial race

AAD (6.04%) to simulate conditions that might be encountered in three-way pl.'esidential polling.

FINDINGS: POWER ANALYSIS

59.  Is an AAD of 6% or 8% large or small? Here I argue that it truly depends on what
you are measuring. If the CPD 15% rule is being applied to a typical two-party candidate who
has a vote share in the 40’s, then probably such an AAD does not matter. However, for a
candidate at the cusp of the 15% threshold, then such error rates can produce undesirable rates of.
‘false negatives’ (incorrectly-excluding candidates that should have qualified). This is especially
worrisome given that the inherent advantages of the two-party system means that any
independent candidate is more likely to be at or near the 15% mark than eithér major party
candidate.

60.  The central question is: is the ‘ruler” being applied precise enough to.correctly
identify those independent candidates?

61.  Toanswer this question, I employ ‘statistical power analysis’. Statistical power
analysis is a widely-used technique employed in hypothesis testing. It can be thought of
conceptually as:

62.  Power = P (Reject Null Hypothesis | the Null Hypothesis is False) where P means

probability; and | means ‘given’
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63.  Specifically, statistical power analysis can be thought of as the ability to detect an
effect, if the effect actually exists, of falsely accepting the null hypothesis when it is false. Put
differently, statistical power analysis assesses the probability that a type II error (false negative)
will occur. The greater the power, the less likely it is to accept a false negative.

64. IDbase my statistical power analysis on the actual AAD rates for 1,400 polls which
includes observations of presidential, two-way and three-way gubernatorial races.

65.  Idevelop a statistical power analysis simulator that allows us to assess the
probability of a ‘false negative’ uinder different conditions. Specifically, I examine a hypothetical
major-paity candidate with an actual vote share of 42% versus a hypothetical independent
candidate at 17%. For the purpose of this model, the actual vote share does not necessarily mean
the vote share as polled — the point of the model is to assess the likelihood of the poll accurately
measuring the actual vote share. I also look at different AAD rates which include: a three-way
race three months out (9%) and two.months out (8%) as well as adjusted AAD rates for two and
three months out-(6% and 7%).

66. In this hypothetical, the chances of the major party candidate at 42% vote share
experiencing a false negative result in polling is only 0.04% (or .001% adjusted) two months out,
whereas the independent candidate at 17% will falsely poll below the CPD threshold 40.2% of
the time (or 37% adjusted) two months out.

Table 4: False Negative Rates for Independent Candidates

Vote 3 months out 2 months out 3 months out 2 months out

share ' S0 -t . Adjusted Adijusted
“dDrale) o~ | _10%) _ _ E04%) | (7.00%) ___ (604%)

False Negative Rate False Negative Rate

Majorparty 4500 | - 020 0.04% 0.01% 0:001%
candidate ) S K N
Independent .., 41.3% 40.2% 38.9% 37%
candidate
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67.  Or consider a few example of actual candidates. Tom Horner was polling at 18%
in September of the 2010 Minnesota gubernatorial election. At that point in time he had a 31%
chance of a false negative result barring him from participating in debates applying a 15%
threshold for admission.

68.  Inthe 1998 Minnesota Gubernatorial Election, independent candidate Jesse
Ventura was only polling at a 15% vote share one months prior to the election — indicating that
he had an a;pproximately 50% chance that the five polls the CPD would use would result in him
being barred from the debates. However, Ventura ended up winning the election with 37% of the

vote.

CONCLUSIONS

69.  Opinion polling includes many sources of error that can impact the accuracy of
poll, including sampling and non-sampling error. Non-sampling error is of special concern in
election polling because it can lead to inaccurate polls when comparing them to the actual vote.
While varied, election polling can especially suffer from two types of non-sampling error:
coverage bias and measurement error (election salience and strategic voting).

70. The average absolute difference (AAD) is a widely-used measure of error in
election polls and can be used as a proxy for assessing error (non-sampling error) above and

beyond the MOE (sampling error).
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T1. In. my analysis, I find that three-way races are more error prone than two-way
races. Such errorrates are especially onerous for candidates at the cusp of the CPD’s 15%
threshold. Indeed, depending on:the specific conditions, the probability of being falsely excluded
from the debate by the CPD’s.15% rule for-a hypotlietical independent carididate at 17% ranges.

from 37% t0:41%..

Dated: Washington, D.C.
September S , 2014

: -éﬁfc@ﬁéra“iﬁg.
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APPENDIX 1

A _TERNATIVE MODELS OF NAME RECOGNITION

a. Model: the type of regression model fit. .inear is a straight line, log-linear is a
non-linear line based on an exponential r :lationship ind log-log is a non-linear
relati >nship based on exponential values on both variables.

b. Depexdent Variable: The response varia sle. Either primary vote share or both

prim ry and general election vote share.
Independent Variable: The explanatory variable. Na 1e recognition in all

conditions.

Stage in Election Cycle: The time period included. T >tal is all observations, early

prim ry is before the primary elections b :gin, late pr mary is after the elections

begin but before the general election.

Df: Degrees of freedom. The amount of -ariability included in the model.

R%: Tae predictive power of the model. The scale is from 0 to 1 with 1 indicating
a co pletely predictive relationship.

Cons ant: The value of the independent variable whe 1 the dependent variable

equals “0”.

B1 ( lame Recog.): The mathmatic relationship between the independent and

depe (dent variables.
Nam : Rec to hit 15%: The value of the i idependent /ariable when the dependent
variale equalts 15%.

Stagein Election 81 (Name Name Rec to
Model Dependent Variable Independent Variables Cycle _df R? Constant Recog. hit 15%
Linear Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Total 286 0.438 -37.44 0733 * 71.5%
Linear Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Early Primary 215 0.457 -30.274 0.627 °* 72.2%
Linear Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Late Primary 70 0.235 -84.186 1.289 '  76.9%
Log-linear Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Total 286 0.557 -0.887 0.045 * 79.9%
log-linear Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Early Primary 215 0.601 - -0.812 0.043 * 81.9%
log-linear Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Late Primary 70 0.134 -0.584 0.042 ° 78.4%
log-log Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Total 286 0.533 -10564 3.085 * 78.2%
log-log Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Early Primary 215 0.574 -9.963 2897 ° 79.3%
log-log Primary Vote Share Name Recognition Late Primary 70 0.123 -12551 3.512 * 77.1%
Linear General & Primary Name Recognition Total 580 0.365 -26928 0.694 ° 60.4%
_Linear General & Primary Name Recognition Early Primary 368 . 0.3484 -23.896 0.644 . * _60.4%
log-linear  General & Primary Name Recognition _ Total . 980 .l 0412 : 0.118  0.037 t.o 10%
log-linear General & Primary _ Name Recognition Early Primary X 368 0.419 10.021 0.037 _ °* 72.4%
log-log General & Primary Name Recognition Total 580 0.409 -8.419 2,633 ° 68.4%
log-log General & Primary Name Recognition Early Primary 368 0.417 -8.425 2625 * 69.5%
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May 17, 2011

With Huckabee Out, No Clear GOP Front-Runner

Bachmann and Cain generate high positive intensity among those who know them

by Frank Newport

PRINCETON, NJ -- With Mike Huckabee out of the race for the 2012 GOP presidential nomination, three well-known politicians, Mitt Romney, Sarah Palin,

and Newt Gingrich, emerge as leaders in Republicans’ preferences. Rep

L1 h

about Huckabee. Two less well-known potential candidates, Michele Bachmann and Herman Cain, generate high levels of enthusiasm among Republicans

who recognize them.
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2012 Republicun Candidates and Potential Candidates: Recognition, Bullot Position,
Pasitive Intensity Scores
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The accompanying table displays potential Republi support from March and April, based on
reallocating choices of those who initially supported Huckabee or Donald Trump, and Positive Intensity Scores and name

recognition for the twop weeks ending May 15.

Republicans' nomination preferences at this point largely appear 10 reflect name identification. Palin, Gingrich, and
Romney are the three best-known candidates, and they top the list of Republicans’ preferences. Romney and Palin are
essentially tied; Gingrich does slightly less well even though he and Romney have nearly identical name identification.

Ron Paul and Bachmann are the only other potential candidates with name recognition above 50%. They are also next in

line in terms of Republican nomination support.

The remaining six candidates Gallup tracks -- Tim Pawlenty, Rick Santorum, Mitch Daniels, Cain, Jon Huntsman, and Gary Johnson -- have name
recognition scores of less than 50% among Republicans. Each of them has less than 5% support in the March-April reallocated trial heat.

All in all, the basic pattern is clear: The most well-known candidates lead in nomination support at this point, while those who are not as well-known lag

behind.

Positive Intensity Scores Control for Recognition

A review of the GOP candidates’ favorable ratings and Positive Intensity Scores reveals their strengths once name identification is controlled for.

Republican candidates can be divided into three groups based on their recognition scores.

Group 1: Palin, Gingrich, and Romney

Republican Candidates: Recognition. Favorahles, Positive Intensity

Sarah Palin ¢~ Newt Gingrich  Mitt Romney
% Recognition 96 84 83
% Overall favoruble opinion,

among those who recognize = be 7‘?
% Overull unfsvorhle apinicn, 26 24 7
umony those who recognize R

% Strongly fivoruble opinion, 23 v 17
umony those who recognize o B

%, Strongly unfivomble opini

among those who recognize 7 4 3

Positive Intensity Score® 16 (] q

2 % Strongly favaruble minus % strongly unfivoruble

May 2-15. 2011, Gullup Daily trucking
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, have less i ly positive feelings about these three than they did




s Palin, Gingrich, and Romney have roughly similar favorable percentages among Republicans who recognize them.

s Palin and Gingrich generate slightly higher negatives than does Romney.

® Palin’s support is the most i A higher per ge of Republi have gly f: ble opinions than is the case for the other two, giving her a
slightly higher overall Positive Intensity Score despite her higher strongly unfavorable percentage.

= Gingrich and Romney have similar Positive Intensity Scores.

u The overall differences in Republicans’ views of these three well-known candidates are not large.

Group 2: Paul and Bachmann

Republican Candidates: Recognition, Fuvorahles, Pusitive Intensity

Ron Paul Michele Bachmann

% Reougnition : 76 58
% Ovenull fvorable opinion, umong 64 7
those who recognize

% Qveruli unfivoruble apinion, =|mung' ag ’ 16
those who recognize i

% Strongly fivomuble apinion. among 14 25
those who recognize

% Strougly unfivvruble opinion, amung 3 ' 3
those who recognize . . )
Positive Intensity Score™ 1 21

* %, Strongly Evorable minus % strongly unfivoruble; Positive Intensity Score may
not equal the difference b these two |
May 2-15, 201s, Gullup Daily trucking
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s Paul receives lower favorables than the three candidates in the top tier, or compared with Bachmann. Paul's Positive Intcnsity Score is below average.

= Bachmann's image among those who recognize her is as positive as that of any candidate tested. Bachmann has low unfavorables, similar to Romney's.

= Bachmann generates as high a percentage strongly favorable as anyone tested in this analysis. Bachmann's overall Positive Intensity Score of 21
is the highest of any of the better-known candidates, and overall is second only to that of the less well-known Cain.

Group 3: Pawlenty, Santorum, Daniels, Cain, Huntsman, and Johnson

Republicun Candidutes: Recognition, Favorables, Positive Intensity

Tim Rick Mitch Hermal Jon Gary

Pawlenty Santorum Daniels Cain Huntsmnn  Johnson
% Recognition 48 47 35 29 25 21
% Overull
favorable
opinion, 70 fio 67 Tt 66 56
aumong lhase
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% Overull
unfavoruhle
opinion, 14 13 14 3 17 23

among those
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May 2-15, 2011, Gullup Daily trucking
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» Pawlenty and Santorum are the best known of this group, with recognition scores just under 50%.

» Pawlenty and Santorum have similar favorable images among Republicans who recognize them (about average for the candidates).

» Danicls, who is less well-known, has an image profile among those who recognize him that is similar to those of Pawlenty and Santorum.

= Ther ining three Republi in this list -- Cain, Huntsman, and Johnson -- have name IDs in the 20% range.

» The exceptional individual in this group is businessman Cain. He is recognized by 29% of Republicans and receives the highest Positive
Intensity Score, based on those who know him, of any candidate measured. One-quarter of those familiar with Cain have a strongly
favorable view, and only 1% have a strongly unfavorable view.

® Huntsman and Johnson not only have low recognition scores, but at this point generate low levels of enthusiasm among those who do know them.

H 's Positive I ity Score of 9 and Johnson's 1 are the lowest of any current or potential candidate. Trump, who has now indicated that he will

nat run, ended with a Positive Intensity Score of -1.

Summary: Where the Race Stands

There is no clear front-runner in the race for the 2012 Republican presidential nomination. Palin, who has given no indication of whether she
will run for the nomination, has very high name identification, is near the top of Republicans’ nomination preferences, and has a higher Positive Intensity
Score than any other well-known candidate. Palin thus must be considered one of the GOP leaders at this point. Romney and Gingrich are also



well-known. Of the two, Romney is slightly better positioned at this point due to his higher ranking in Gallup’s trial heats.

None of these three, however, comes close to generating the positive intensity of Huckabee. Palin's Positive Intensity Score, at 16, is slightly higher than
Romney’s or Gingrich's, but is nine points lower than Huckabee's final May 2-15 score of 25,

Paul and Bachmann are next in line in terms of their name identification among Republicans, and round out Republicans’ top five candidates in the trial-heat
list. Bachmann continues to generate relatively intense positive feelings among those who recognize her. Her current Positive Intensity Score is the second
highest of any candidate Gallup tracks, and higher than those of the better-known Republicans.

All gther candidates and potential candidates Gallup tracks have name recognition below 50%. Only one of them, Cain, creates strong enthusiasm among
those who recognize him.

The biggest challenge for those in the Republican field beyond Palin, Gingrich, and Romney right now is increasing their name recognition, Observers
continue to point to candidates such as Pawlenty, Daniels, and Huntsman as potential challengers for the GOP nomination, but none of them is known by
more than half of Republicans at this point. Additionally, none of these less well-known candidates or possible candidates, except for Cain, is generating
unusual enthusiasm among those who do know them, which suggests their nced to attract attention to their candidacies in the months ahead.

The challenge for Bachmann and Cain will be to maintain their strongly positive positioning as they become more widely known.

Survey Methods

Resulls are based on interviews as part of Gallup Daily tracking May 2-15, 2011, with rand of i and ican-leaning
independents, aged 18 and older, living in afi 50 U.S. states and the District of Columbia. Questions asking about the 13 i 0 d in this

were ratated among fected of R f each night; over the 14-day period, each candidate was rated by a mini of 1,500 R i and
Republican-eaning indep '

For the overall ralings of each i i among i and i leaning i i ing recognition scores, one can say with 95%

confidencs that the maximum margin of sampling error is +3 percentage points. For the Posmve Intensity Score for each candidate, the maximum margin of sampling error
varies depending on 1he size of the group recognizing the candidate.

Interviews are with on i and cellular phones, with interviews in ish for who are primarily

speaking. Each sample includes a minimum quota of 400 cell phone and 600 i per 1,000 natit adults, with additional minimum quotas

among landline respondents for gender within region. Landiine telephone numbers are chosen at random among listed Cell phones numbers are
using random digit dial Landline are chosen at within each on the basis of which member had the most recent birthday.

Samples are weighted by gender, age, race, Hispanic ethnicity, education, region, adults in the household, and phone status (cell phone-only/landline only/both, cell phone

mosty, and having an untfi ine number). Demagrap! {argets are based on the March 2010 Current Population Survey figures for the aged 18 and older
non-institutionalized population living in U.S. h All gins of ing ervor include the computed design eftects for weighting and sample
design.

In addition lo ing error, i ing and practical difficulties in ing surveys can i error or bias into the findings of public opinion polls.

For mare details on Gallup's polling methodology, visit www gallup com.
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POLL

Interviews with 1,026 adult Americans conducted by telephone
by ORC International on February 10-13, 2012. The margin of
sampling error for results based on the total sample is plus or
minus 3 percentage points. The sample also includes 937
interviews among registered voters (plus or minus 3 percentage
points).

The sample includes 773 interviews among landline respondents
and 253 interviews among cell phone respondents.

FOR RELEASE: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 14 AT 6 PM



RESULTS FOR ALL AMERICANS

6. We'd like to get your overall opinion of some people in the news. As I read each name, please say
if you have a favorable or unfavorable opinion of these people -- or if you have never heard of
them. (RANDOM ORDER)

Favor- Unfavor- Never No
able able heard of opinion
Newt Gingrich
February 10-13, 2012 25% 63% 8% 4%
January 11-12, 2012 28% 58% 9% 5%
November 11-13, 2011 36% 39% 16% 9%
June 3-7, 2011 30% 44% 16% 10%
April 29-May 1, 2011 30% 44% 14% 13%
April 9-11, 2010 38% 38% 14% 11%
May 14-17, 2009 36% 35% 14% 15%
March 9-11, 2007 25% 43% 18% 14%
November 3-5, 2006 28% 44% 13% 16%
CNN/USA TODAY/GALLUP TRENDS
Favorable Unfavorable Never heard of No opinion

2003 Jul 25-27 39 42 8 1

1998 Jun 5-7 32 53 5 10

1998 Feb 13-15 37 48 4 1

1997 Jun 26-29 25 61 4 10

1997 Apr 18-20 24 62 6 8

1997 Jan 3-5 25 61 5 9

1996 Mar 15-17 24 58 6 12

1996 Jan 12-15 31 57 4 8

1995 Aug 4-7 31 47 6 16

1994 Dec 28-30* 27 35 14 24

1994 Nov 28-29* 29 25 22 24

1994 Oct 7-9* 19 22 42 17

*WORDING: Oct, 1994: House Minority Leader, Newt Gingrich; Nov-Dec., 1994: Incoming Spcaker of the House, Newt
Gingrich

Texas Congressman Ron Paul

February 10-13, 2012 42% 36% 10% 12%
January 11-12, 2012 38% 40% 11% 11%
November 11-13, 2011 32% 34% 22% 12%
June 3-7, 2011 34% 26% 25% 15%
April 29-May 1, 2011 30% 27% 29% 14%

CNNIIORC poLL 2 -2- February 10-13, 2012



RESULTS FOR ALL AMERICANS

6. We'd like to get your overall opinion of some people in the news. As I read each name, please say
if you have a favorable or unfavorable opinion of these people -- or if you have never heard of

them. (RANDOM ORDER)

Favor- Unfavor-
able able
Mitt Romney

February 10-13, 2012 34% 54%
January 11-12, 2012 43% 42%
November 11-13, 2011 _ 39% 35%
June 3-7, 2011 39% 29%
April 29-May 1, 2011 40% 30%
October 27-30, 2010 36% 29%
April 9-11, 2010 40% 34%
October 16-18, 2009 36% 26%
May 14-17, 2009 42% 29%
July 27-29, 2008 ' 41% 32%
February 1-3, 2008 38% 38%
January 9-10, 2008 31% 39%
September 7-9, 2007 28% 28%
June 22-24, 2007 27% 23%
March 9-11, 2007 18% 18%

*Wording Prior to Jan 2012: Former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney

Former Pennsylvania Senator Rick Santorum

February 10-13, 2012 32% 38%
January 11-12, 2012 31% 36%
November 11-13, 2011 17% 27%
June 3-7, 2011 16% 20%
April 29-May 1, 2011 16% 19%

E€NNIIORC PoLL 2 -3-

Never
heard of

5%

8%

14%
17%
19%
18%
12%
17%
12%
13%
9%
11%
24%
26%
42%

15%

21%
39%
49%
51%

No
opinion

7%

7%

12%
15%
11%
17%
14%
20%
17%
13%
14%
19%
19%
24%
22%

14%

12%
17%
15%
14%

February 10-13, 2012
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Presidential Pre-Nomination Campaign Disbursements February 29, 2012

Operating
Expenditures
Minus Offsets

Republicans
Bachmann, Michelle* $9,940,432
Cain, Herman* $15,518,452
Gingrich, Newt* $19,176,106
Huntsman, Jon** $5,920,924
McCotter, Thaddeus G.** $545,587
Paul, Ron* $32,752,342
Pawlenty, Timothy*** $5,129,159
Perry, Rick** $19,214,626
Romney, Mitt* $66,388,432
Santorum, Rick* $13,002,088
Democrats
Obama, Barack* $72,026,652
Others
Johnson, Gary Earl* $594,453
Roemer, Charles E. ‘Buddy’ IlI*** $464,126
Total Republican $187,588,147
Total Democrats $72,026,652
Toal Others $1,058,580
Grand Total $260,673,379

* First Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q2
** First Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q3
*** First Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q1

Fundraising  Legal/Accounting

Disbursements Disbursements
Minus Offsets  Disbursements

Minus Offsets

$0
$0
S0
$410,641
$0
$0
$0
$0
S0
$0

$0
$51,550
$0
$410,641
$0
$51,550

$462,191

$0
$0
$0
]
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$28,130
$0
$0
$0
$28,130

$28,130

Other

$5,000
$30,800
$0

$0

$1
$14,123
$102
$o
$148
$1,500

$2,228,503
$0

$0

$51,673
$2,228,503
$0

$2,280,175

Total

$12,274,326
$15,875,256
$19,406,463
$6,368,331
$548,850
$32,987,165
$5,941,144
$19,833,114
$68,107,847
$13,100,785

$78,712,495
$674,133
$469,601
$194,443,281
$78,712,495
$1,143,734

$274,299,510

Latest
Cash
on Hand

$411,279
$986,430
$1,543,032
$870

$927
$1,367,486
$5,815
$674,564
$7,273,352
$2,598,305

$84,674,461
$11,463
$43,251
$14,862,060
$84,674,461
$54,714

$99,591,236

Debts
Owed by
Campaign

$1,049,567
$580,200
$1,550,517
$5,176,723
$105,636
$0
$17,500
$14,464
$0
$922,448

$30,058
$181,335
$4,900
$9,417,055
$30,058

$186,235

'$9,633,349

Debts
Owed to
Campaign

$0

$0

$0
$2,280
$761
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$3,041
$0
$0

$3,041
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CBSHews.com / CBS Evening News / CBS This Morning / 48 Hours / 60 Minutes / Sunday Moming / Foce The Nation Login Search Q

Video | US | World | Politics | Entertainment:| Heaith | MoneyWatch | SciTech | Crime | Sports | Photes | More

By STEPHANIE CONDON / CBS NEWS / October 28, 2011, 8:32 PM

Herman Cain becomes a
familiar name, poll shows

i i - F s m mt  mbee deem Cm' EE MRS MM - GRS GA Sah B M n e ] e

/ _Shares / Tweets /  Sumble / Emai

Herman Cain's name recognition among
Republican voters has made a remarkable surge
in recent months, a Gallup poll from this week
‘shows; while his favorability rating among GOP
voters stays strong,

As many as 78 percent of Republicans

nationwide recognize Cain's name -- a jump of

. . 28 points from September and 57 points from

He'man Cain's popularity March — making him as recognizable with other
ging Republican presidential candidates.

Play vipeo

Cain's surge jn name recognition among
Republicans corresponds with his rise-in thé polls. This week’s CBS News/ New
York Times poll shows Cain leading the field of GOP candidates with 25 percent
support, with Mitt Romney following with 21 percent.

Unlike other Republican candidates that have climbed in the polls (only to fall
some weeks later), Cain's favorability rating has stayed strong so far. Cain has‘the
highest percentage of favorable opinions among Republicans (74 percent) and the
lowest percentage of unfavorable opinions (16 percent).

CBSNews.com special report: Election 2012

Rep. M:chele Bachmann's favorability rating peaked in the first week of July at 77
percent, when her recognition level was-also at 77 percent. Her unfavorabnhty
rating stood at 15 percent. Bachmann's favorability rating has since fallento 56
percent while her unfavorable rating has climbed to 34 percent.

o3  Texas Gov. Rick Perry also had a high
;I ‘ favorability rating in mid-July of 74

v “'S': 2~ J«-—‘*— -1 percent; though it's since fallen to 60

- - f‘,! - j s .~ | percent. His unfavorable rating has risen

b - -=~?|  from 15 percent to.29 percent.

Former-Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney
currently has the second-highest

Most Popular
O 1 Joan Rlvers dead at 81
310381 views

02 il Scott responds {o nude
photo leak’
196314 views

03 More than 100 celebrities
hacked, nude photos leaked
84503 views :

§ e - ——— i

O 4 Daughler Joan Rivers "moved
out of intensive care”
79632 views

05 Cee Lo Green apologizes for
“idiotic” tweets
64355 Views

play vibEO

Eye Opener: Obama, British PM
Cameron defy ISIS threats

play vineo
Newly discovered dinosaur was
king of the giants




Herman Caln wil be this Sunday's gueston CBS'  favorability rating at 66 percent and an
Face the Nation” / CBS unfavorable rating of 24 percent.

Cain's campaign appears to have had some staying power in spite of recent
missteps, like conflicting remarks on abortion policy, and new scrutiny on his
campaign. The longer he remains atop of the polls, however, the more scrutiny he

can expect. play ViDEo
Congress pressures Obama for
Watch Herman Cain this Sunday on CBS' "Face the Nation." ISIS strategy

© 2011 CBS Interactive Inc. All Rights Reserved.

/ Shares/ Tweels/ Sumbe/ Emal

Stephanie Condon e e e
ONTWITTER » ON FACEBOOK » )
Stephanie Condon is a political reporter for CBSNews.com. Su per New Weldi ng
Machine
Featured in Polttics Popular on CBS News ¥ multiplaz.com

Hillary Clinton: I'l decide on Super New Technology Plasma

o Welder All in One to
2016 dential bid ea
next y‘:ar:rs idential bid early Weld,Cut,Braze, Solder

Obama: ISIS must be
dismantied, not just contained

Obama: Russian aggressionin  Most Sharec_i

Q| iaine threatens a free WA JomnRiversdeadal8l
As Iraq's civil war rages, is Al Europe g
containing ISIS enough? S Chris Christie skirts
The U.S. is launching air strikes to CI}‘; 4l.\\ immigration discussion during -~ ——
soften the group until the Iraqis and AtTRRY  trip to Mexico Are companies that value
other regional allies can neutralize it, employees more successful?
but some urge deeper involvement Dick Cheney slams Obama in
his bio, causing controversy
That's ruffl Great Dane eats 43
socks

Bob McDonnell's lawyer vows
to appeal corruption ruling

Daughter: Joan Rivers "moved
out of intensive care”

Races to watch with control of
the Senate at stake

From 2002: Joan Rivers on old
age

Border crisis becomes

Hillary Clinton: U.S. can be
campaign fodder in across dlean energy "superpower
the country

In states like Arkansas, Michigan and
Alaska, security at the U.S.-Mexico
border has become a midterm
campaign issue

Comments

15 PHOTOS
Fast food workers protest




NATO meets in Wales

Why Obama doesn't "have a
strategy yet" in Syria

Fast-food workers strike
atross country, amests made

Will Férguson shooting Victim's
‘juvenile records be released?

Video purports to show

beheading of U.S. ‘jounalist

Steven'Satloff

‘Obamé’s delay on ISIS -

“Strategy leadsto strangé

:bedfellows

=
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Presidential Pre-Nomination Campaign Disbursements December 31, 2011

Operating Fundraising .egal/Accounting

Expenditures Disbursements Disbursements
Minus Offsets Minus Offsets Minus Offsets Disbursements

Republicans
Bachmann, Michelle*  $9,573,065 $0
Cain, Herman* $15,518,452 $0
Gingrich, Newt* $10,539,734 $0
Huntsman, Jon** $5,373,170 $399,023
Johnson, Gary Earl* $480,432 $51,550
McCotter, Thaddeus G $545,587 $0
Paul, Ron* $23,982,967 $0
Pawlenty, Timothy***  $5,032,256 $0
Perry, Rick** $16,013,250 $0
Roemer, Charles E. 'Bu $331,842 $0
Romney, Mitt* $36,157,457 $0
Santorum, Rick* $1,898,269 $0
Democrats
Obama, Barack* $43,496,709 $0
Total Republican $125,446,483 $450,573
Total Democrats $43,496,709 $0
Grand Total $168,943,192 $450,573

* First Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q2
** First Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q3
*** First Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q1

$0
$0
$0
$0
$28,130
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$28,130
$0

$28,130

Other

$5,000
$30,800
$0

$0

$0

$1
$13,423
$102

$0

$0

$148
$1,500

$1,844,349

$50,973
$1,844,349

$1,895,322

Total

$11,904,546
$15,875.256
$10,624,423
$5,807,460
$560,112
$548,850
$24,199,806
$5,844,177
$16,347,912
$335,556
$36,968,828
$1,906,019

$48,448,032

$130,922,944
$48,448,032

$179,370,976

Expenditures Latest
Subject to Cash

Limit

on Hand

$0 $608,884
$986,430
$2,108,831
$110,965
518,013
$927
$1,904,915
$46,268
$3,761,886
$9.476
$19,916,126
$278,935

$81,761,012

$0 $29,751,657
$0 $81,761,012

Debts
Owed by
Campaign

$1,055,924
$580,200
$1,199,361
$3,775,253
$203,761
$105,636
$0
$102,911
$93,745
$4,900

$0
$204,836

$3,035,737

$7,326,527
$3,035,737

$0 $111,512,668 $10,362,265

Debts
Owed to
Campaign

$0
$0
$0
$2,280
$o
$761
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$3,041
$0

$3,041
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9/4/2014 House and Senate Candidate List

2012 House and Senate Campaign Finance for Ohio

Election Cyde: O 2013-2014 ® 20112012 O 2009-2010 O 2007-2008

About the FEC  Press Office  Quick Answers  Contact Us  Site Map

All Senate Candidates -- OH

Select 2 ~ 4 candidates to Contplare
. Export Options:

Page 1 of 1 (15 records)

Metadata XML GV °

| Incumbent
Candidate] /Challenaer Cash On Date
{+) District] Partv /Duven Receints Nishursements] Hand ] Debt | Throuoh
Réceipts  $3,110 '
W Individual $0
BLISS hy 30
Olgussen p Joo  |REPUBLICAN | a1 encer] B PAC $0 $2,963| $143 $0 Jo3/31/2012]
IR (RUSTY) PARTY W Party $0 !
!!Candidate $2,500
W Other $610
Receipts$20,945,196
.
Individual $17,816,108
Q| BROoWN. 15, | %ir;voaumc iNcumBenT | BBAC 45 123 580 $21,914,316 |$551,089 }$38,651 [12/31/2012)
FHEB&QD f W Party $43,100
. a9 $335
mQOther $962,073
Receipts  $64,615
[ ]
Individual  $64,614
REPUBLICAN B PAC $0
Dw 00 BARTY CHALLENGER} o o~ ty %0 $64,444 $170 $0 |10/14/2011)
2
Candidate $0
m Other $1
Receipts $0
DEMARE, M Individual $0
O posepH 00 GREEN PARTY | CHALLENGER] E:Ac :g $0 $0 $0
[rosario arty
21 Candidate $0
M Other $0
Receipts $0’
DODT M Individual $0
’ REPUBLICAN g PAC $0
O D:VID w |oo D ARTY CHALLENGER| o o rty $0 $0 $0 $0
U Candidate $0
M Other $0
Receipts $0
! . . W Individual $0
O ;XVNT&E 00 INDEPENDENT| CHALLENGER] ¢ pac $0 s} $0 $0
' B Party $0
I= Candidate $0
M Other $0
Receipts $0
& Individual $0
FOCKLER, LIBERTARIAN 8 PAC. $0
Obonn 9 lparTy CHALLENGER| o party $0 so sol %0
t.) Candidate $0
B Other $0
Receipts 96,325~ [y
w odividual — $825 .
hitp:/www fec.gov/disclosurehs/HSCandList.do 17”2



9/4/2014

House and Senate Candidate List

GLISMAN. REPUBLICAN @ PAC g0 ] | A : .
Dm 00 PARTY CHALLENGER' W Party $0 ) $5,751 8574 | $4,900 J02/15/2012]
ticandidate $5,500 ° /
W Other $0 \\ -l ,//
Receipts $0
& Individual $0
GREGORY, [
Oferic oo  |[REPUBLICAN |,pen 0 pAC $0 $0 $0 $0
L AMONT PARTY W Party $0
L3 Candidate $0
B Other $0
Receipts$18,912,557
. .
ividual $14,794,894-
- O BAC
_MANDEL_ REPUBLICAN - -$1,248,18S.
a losH 00 O ARTY CHALLENGERJ - ¥ 1544200 $18,868,809 | $43,698 $0 12731720124
oo €0
Candidate
WOther ¢, g25,278
Réceipts $0
) M Individual $0
MCGINNIS | - DEMOCRATIC | ; . 0 PAC $0
Olmarka 19 |party CHALLENGER| g ooty %0 0 $0 $0
(3 Candidate $0
B Other $0
Receipts
PRYCE 8 Individual
MICHAEL REPUBLICAN . QPAC ) .
(8] nosey |90 PARTY CHALLENGER} o $1,997 $872 $0 [01/3172012]
1510] O Candidate
W Other
Receipts $0
. W Individual. $0
RIOS, : @ PAC $0
] ANITA 00 GREEN PARTY | CHALLENGER| g 5,1 $0 $0 $0 $0
[ Candidate $0
# Other $0
Receipts $5,379
_RUPERT. B Individual $3,693
D% 00 INDEPENDENT| CHALLENGER] B PAC $0 “ $6,337 $61 $0 12/31/201%
H Party $0
© Candidate  $639
B Other $1,047
Receipts $0
. ) #® Individual $0
WALTERS, |. REPUBLICAN O PAC $0 .
Olvanoeanl @ barty CHALLENGER} o o1 s0 $0 $0 $0
D Candidate $0
8 Other $0
e n e e e % s e aam A § i e 15 im e e e« .-
Export Options: ,
Metadita XML CSV !
- L I 2w - - - - .- P I ——
Select 2 ~ 4 candidates to Compare
Page 1 of 1 (15 records)
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NEWYORK  NEWS  POLITICS  SPORTS  ENTERTAINMENT

U.S. Senate seat now costs $10.5 million to
win, on average, while US House seat costs,
$1.7 million, new analysis of FEC data
shows

The price of power has risen to an all-time h:ah for entry into the exclusive
congressional club, says a new analysis by Maplight.org of data from the Federal
Elections Commission.

BY DAVID KNOWLES Follow / NEW YORK DAILY NEWS ! Monday, March 11, 2013, 5:32 PM AAA
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GEYTY MAGES

The amount of money that a person, on average, needs to ralse in order to win a U.S. Senate race Is
now $10,476,451, an analysis from MapLight.org found.

RELATED STORIES They're definitely not the cheap seats, that's for sure.

Former Sen. Craig

probed on nl:s‘e dglb The cost of winning a seal in Congress rose to a new all time high in the 2012
g " eledlion cyde, according to a new analysis by MapLighLorg of data from the
Obama meeting Federal Elections Commission.

donors to new political

group

The average price of winning or holding on o a six-year term in the U.S. Senate
averaged $10,476,451 in the 2012 election cycle, MapLight said.

Sligh ly less pricey, obtaining or being re-elected to the U.S. House of
Representatives cost an average of $1,689,580.

In eflect, that means that the winning Senate candidates needed to raise an
average of $14,351 every day between Jan. 1 2010 and election day, 2012 in
order to pull of a win, while the victorious House members ralsed $2.315 per
day, MapLight found.

“They're spending more of their time fundraising than making actual iaws,”
MapLight President Daniel Newman told the Daily News. “They've become high
priced telemarketers.”

Perhaps not surprisingly, the price of winning a seal in Congress has risen since
the 2008 election cycle. Four years ago, the average amount raised by a
winning Senator was $9,211,992, FEC data shows. Winning House members, by
comparison, raised $1,471702 during the came cycle.
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EDITORS' PICKS

BREAKING NORAD
fighter jets monitoring .
unresponsive plane - -

en route to Florida o~ ILL LT

AN unresponsive plane
flying over the Atiantic
Ocean is being watched by

Texas teen sentenced
to life in prison in
rape, death of
6-year-old gin

A Texas teenager was
sentenced to ife in prison
Thursday for murdering a

Mich. dad shot dead
in road rage incident
on...

A Michigan father was shot
dead after going up to the
window of a tailgating truck
ang asking the driver

'l hear people crying
when I'm showering'":
Utah family fighting to
be freed from lease
after learning their

A Utah tamily felt duped
when they leamed their

Fla. man who plotted
‘baby orgy* gets 60
year...

An Orlando, Fla., man who
ploited with another man to
have a "baby orgy” has
been sentenced to 60 years

Adults, kids ditch car
after deadly Dallas
hi...

The cowardly carload
ditched their Ford Crown
Victoria and {ook off toward
a light rai station.

Fla. fisherman reels In
massive 18-inch-
long...

The scaly creature featuring
mttiple legs and claws was
described as 'striking its
own taif when reeled in off

A German carpenter has admitted to being a brutal
doubie rapist after police found selfies he took of himself
while atiacking a schoolgirl and 2 woman.




Newman says that no shortage of the money ralsed by members of Congress
comes from corporations.

“Most industries give money to members of Congress because it buys them
access and influence,” Newman said. "And now, with Citizens United,
corparations can spend unlimited amounts of money on these races. The result
is that members of Congress are fearful about voting against corporate interests
because there’s so much money at stake.”

DKnowles@nydailynews.com
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New Software means you no Fast food workers protest Tesla's Musk ‘We're not currently
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« Exclusive: Ex-Prez’ daughier Jenna Bush Hager
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» Alaska Senate hopefuls pul controversial ads as bitter
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= Hackers break into Obamacare webslte, no consumer
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German rapist caught,
confesses after taking
94 selfies during 2

attanre

Real estate tycoon
Larry Glazer, wife
were aboard plane
that crashed near
Jamaica

They were pilot and co-pilot
in e — and in death_ Lany

Bronx man recorded
video up a woman's
skirt at a Florida mall:
police

A Bronx man was jailed in
Florida for recording an h
up-skint video ofa woman at &

Slender
Man-obsessed Fla.
teen set fire to ow...
Uly Marie Hartwel) allegedly
soaked a towel and bed
sheet with bieach and rum
before setting them alight in

Ex-Navy SEAL lied
about being shot by 3
black...
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Our r_eprpseniative republic has devolved since if's inception to what could be called today
a PLUTOUGARCHY government system. My supporting argument as follows:
PLUTOCRACY:

1: govemnment by the wealthy

2: a controlling class of the wealthy

OUIGARCHY:

1:'Power structure in which power effectively rests with a small number of people. These people could be
distinguished by royally, weatth, family ties, education, corporate, or. military control. Such states are often
controlled by a few prominent familias who pass their influence from one generation to the next.

Quite the hybrid, and what Thomas Jefferson feared possible in the long term when debatihg checks and
balances in order to prevent just this from coming to fruition.
As "Bomiin the U.S A" plays in the background..............

Like "REPLY |
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542 days ago

Exactly......the “only” way to fix this is to fix how people gsl elecled.....of course, it is a multi-
bitlion dollar system so the chances are siim to none.
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What's worse, they don't even try to hide it anymore...and apparrently, the electorate doesn't

care.
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L OVERVIEW

My name is Douglas Schoen, and I am a political analyst, pollster, and author. My
work on politics, current events, and international affairs has been published by The Wall
Street Journal, The Washington Post, Forbes, pr News, The Huffington Post, and
Newsmax, among others. I was a founding partner of the polling firm Penn, Schoen,
Berland, and more recently, Schoen Consulting. At these firms, I have worked on a
number of campaigns, including those of Bill Clinton, Hillary Clinton, Jon Corzine, Evan
Bayh, Mike Bloomberg, Tony Blair, Silvio Berlusconi, and three Israeli prime ministers.
At these campaigns, I conducted both qualitative and quantitative analysis. One of my
main and consistent focuses was on the candidate’s messaging: what themes and
arguments were voters most receptive to, and how to structure a campaign to best convey
these to the voters. To do so, | had to design and conduct countless polls. This forced me
to develop an intimacy with the attitudes, expectations, and realities of the voter, both
American and international. My research interests span a range of issues, having written
books on topics as far reaching as the Tea Party movement, the waning influence of
American moderates, and a history of presidential campaigns, to name a few.

In this memo I explore several questions concerning reform of the selection
criteria for presidential debates used by the Commission on Presidential Debates
(“CPD”)—which require that a candidate have at least 15% support in national public
opinion polls in September of a presidential election year—and the attendant
consequences for presidential candidates unaffiliated with a major party:

A. What would an independent candidate running for president reasonably

expect to spend in order to meet current requirements to participate in a
presidential debate?



B. Is it reasonable to expect an independent candidate to raise the money
necessary to meet current requirements to participate in a presidential
debate?

C. Is polling in September of the election year an accurate way to measure the
viability of an independent candidate?

In my report, I have drawn on academic papers, popular news sources, raw data
from the Federal Election Commission (“FEC”), published accounts of past campaigns,
and my personal experience in politics. What follows is an overview of the key findings
of the research 1 undertook to answer these questions. A full elaboration and discussion
of these findings can be found beginning on page 4 of this document.

IL. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

1. What would an independent candidate running for president reasonably
expect to spend in order to meet current requirements to participate in a
presidential debate?

An independent candidate should reasonably expect to spend approximately
$266,059,803 to run a viable campaign capable of reaching 15% support in polls by
September of the election year.

This estimation is predicated on the assumption that a candidate would need to
achieve name recognition of at least 60% among the general public in order to be able to
reach 15% support by the current deadline. The media purchase necessary to take a
candidate lacking national name recognition to above 60% name recognition is over $100
million, and even this number should be taken as the minimum. This includes broadcast,
cable, and digital media placement costs. The rest of‘ my figure is accounted for by the

production of the advertisements as well as general campaign expenditure.



2. Isit reasonable to expect an independent candidate to raise the money

necessary to meet current requirements to participate in a presidential
debate?

This figure represents a level of financing that is, for all practical purposes,
impossible for all but the major-party candidates.

With three candidates vying for access to the same media, costs are likely to be
even higher due to the increased competition. Furthermore, an independent candidate
may lack the ties with networks and broadcast companies that major parties have,
preventing them from buying spots even with sufficient funds. In addition to this, the
media will not cover an independent candidate until they are certainly in the debates.
Thus, they must pay for all their media, making this prohibitively high number
unavoidable.

3. Is polling in September of the election year an accurate way to measure the
viability of an independent candidate?

Elections with more than two candidates are prone to distinct volatility in
voter support that limits the predictive power of pre-election polling data.

All polling includes assumptions about margin of error, but the presence of a third
candidate in a race introduces a level of volatility that makes it especially difficult for
pollsters to accurately capture candidate support, and September polling is not reliable
enough to assess candidate viability. Pre-election polling in September lacks credibility in
determining which candidates are viable enough to bt; included in the presidential debates

in three-way races.

* * *

What follows is a detailed exploration and discussion of these questions and

findings.



III. ESTIMATED CAMPAIGN COSTS

A. MEDIA COSTS

Currently, the CPD rules only allow participation from candidates who are polling
at or above 15% in national opinion polls in late September and have ballot access in
states totaling at least 270 electoral votes, making it mathematicéally possible for them to
win the election. In order to meet the CPD’s 15% requirement, a largely unknown
independent candidate would need national name recognition'.

Under the current rules, whether an independent candidate running for president
will be able to participate in the debates depends on his polling two months before the
election. This uncertainty about debate participation, which persists throughout the
summer and into September of the election year, precipitates a wider uncertainty which
has its own pernicious effects: A candidate is not a serious contender unless he or she
participates in the debates. Not knowing whether the campaign is viable, or the candidate
credible, the media refuses to pay the campaign much attention.

As one report notes, “Minor party and Independent candidates’ financial
disadvantages are compounded by their inability to attract earned media™”. It is widely
acknowledged that non major party candidates lack media attention, and that Americans’

presidential choices are limited by the media to just two’. Indeed, the media structures its

! For purposes of this report, the term “independent candidate” means a presidential candidate running as
an independent (i.e., unaffiliated with any party) or as a third-party nominee. It does not encompass
candidates who compete in the Democratic and Republican primaries but then drop out to mount
independent or third-party bids.

2 Paul Herrnson & Ron Faucheux, Outside Looking In: Views of Third Party and Independent Candidates,
Campaigns & Elections (Aug. 1999), available at http://www.gvpt.umd.edu/herrnson/art3.html.

3 Kristina Nwazota, Third Parties in the U.S. Political Process, PBS NewsHour (July 26, 2014, 8:40 PM),
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/updates/politics-july-dec04-third_parties/.


http://www.gvpt.umd.edu/herrnsonMrt3.html
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/updates/politics-july-dec04-third_parties/

coverage so as to preclude the possibility of an independent generating attention. Reason,
a libertarian publication, was the only media organization to send someone to follow
Gary Johnson, a two term governor of New Mexico who was on the ballot in 48 states®.

That there was only one reporter charged with covering the Gary Johnson
campaign highlights the point made above: the media does not give non major party
candidates a chance to present themselves to the voters. This is extremely detrimental to
non major party candidates because today, “the ‘viability’ of a political candidate is
predicated upon one factor — mainstream media coverage’”.

As the foregoing demonstrates, it is much more difficult for the independent
candidate to build name recognition and support and to raise money.

Deprived of free media attention, the independent candidate must resort to
launching a massive national media campaign. On the other hand, the major party
candidates, by competing in small state primaries, can build their name recognition
without the costs of running a national campaign. Just as Obama’s 2008 victory in the
Towa caucuses catapulted him to national prominence, major party candidates may build
a national profile by performing well in states with early primaries. Rick Santorum, who
won the Iowa caucuses by 39 votes, spent only $21,980 in the state, or 73 cents per vote®.

But spending nearly $22,000 in such a small, highly watched state had a huge national

4 Elia Powers, The Lonely Life of a Third-Party Presidential Candidate, AJR (Nov. 5, 2012),
http://ajrarchive.org/article.asp?id=5448.

* Chris Hinyub, Third Party Candidates Still Face Innumerable Political Obstacles, IVN (Mar. 31, 2010),
http://ivn.us/2010/03/3 1/third-party-candidates-still-face-innumerable-political-obstacles/.

® Felicia Sonmez, Perry Spent More Than $300 Per Vote in Jowa; Santorum, Only 73 Cents, The
Washington Post (Jan. 1, 2014, 6:00 AM), http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-politics/post/perry-
spent-more-than-300-per-vote-in-iowa-santorum-only-73-cents/2012/01/04/gIQAUtDmMZP_blog.html.


http://aJrarchive.org/artic!e.asp?id=5448

impact. Before the Jowa caucuses, Santorum was polling below 5% nationally; a week
after them, he had jumped to third place among the Republicans, polling above 15%’.
The primary campaign, which starts in small states with lilliputian media markets but
draws immense and free national media, gives underfunded campaigns the chance to
build name recognition affordably. The independent candidate, however, is never given
this chance.

If 1 were advising an independent candidate running for president, I would
suggest that in order to reach 15% in the polls, to be prudent the candidate would need to
plan to raise his or her name recognition to at least 60% among the public at large. Canal
Partners Media, a leading corporate and political media-buying firm, estimates that
it would cost at least $100,000,000 to buy the ad time necessary to go from near-
unknown to 60% name recognition — below I follow the guidelines their plan
establishes. Partners at Canal Partners Media have planned the paid media for dozens of
political campaigns, including the presidential campaigns of major party nominees. Their
estimate is based on recent national awareness campaigns that they have conducted for
both political and corporate clients, and reflects what it has cost them in the past to
achieve awareness levels of around 60%. I trust their estimate and it is in line with my
own experience.

I would advise that any national media campaign incorporate broadcast, cable,
and digital advertising. Broadcast is split between national and local buys, and targeting

the largest 30 media markets allows a candidate to reach 54% of the country. This, 1

7 2012 Republican Presidential Nomination, Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/epolls/
2012/president/us/republican_presidential_nomination-1452 html (last visited Sept. 2, 2014).



believe, will lead to cost efficiency. Focusing on the largest media markets allows each
ad to be seen by more people, and therefore discussed by more people, both virtually and
personally. The ads, therefore, have an impact beyond just being aired on television;
because they are being seen in the largest media markets — which are often dense areas,
or areas where there is constant commuting — the advertisements will be able to impact
more people than just those who have viewed the ads. Although any particular campaign
strategy will be specific to the candidates and the electorate of the given election year,
targeting these 30 markets is an efficient means of reaching the requisite amount of the
public, and is therefore a reasonable assumption for purposes of this estimate. A
candidate following this plan would thus be buying 250 gross ratings points (GRPs) per
week on local broadcasting, for a total 45,000 GRPs.® This alone would cost an
estimated $65,857,500.

National broadcast buys, such as buys on popular morning shows (GMA, Today,
Early Show), a limited number of prime time shows (60 Minutes), and popular sporting
events (MLB All-Star Game, Ryder Cup, U.S. Open), raise costs further. This minimalist
media strategy targets the most viewer-dense television events, giving candidates the
greatest effect for their dollar. A national broadcast buy as described above would total
1,145 GRPs and cost an estimated $21,547,845. All told, this moderate broadcast

campaign would cost at least an estimated $87,405,345.

¥ A GRP is a unit used to measure the size of the group reached, and is arrived at by multiplying the
percentage of the population reached by the frequency with which they see that ad. When I say, then, that
an ad has so many GRPs, what I really mean is that so many people have seen it so many times. Achieving
higher GRPs means increasing the size of the audience reached and the frequency at which ads are aired.



A study from opinion research firm Ipsos provides a context for these figures: to
achieve proper saturation, that is, to reach the desired percentage of the population,
traditional advertising only needs to be between 600-700 GRPs’, but a political ad should
achieve around 1,000 GRPs. This is so because campaigns operate on a shortened time
horizon compared to commercial products: a company can afford to build name
recognition and product loyalty slowly over several years, whereas a campaign cannot.

Considering this, I believe the plan described by Canal Partners is accurate, and
achieves a sufficient level of visibility to generate a considerable amount of name
recognition in a short period of time while also keeping an eye towards minimizing costs.

Viewership for television is often divided along demographic lines, like age'®,
gender'', and race'?. Therefore, I would advise that a candidate have a cable campaign to
accompany his broadcast buy as a means to specifically target several major demographic
groups. A cable buy would have three pillars: a news component, an entertainment
component, and a sports component.

For the news component, 215 GRPs would be bought on MSNBC and CNN
respectively. The buy would focus on each network’s premier shows — AC360, Erin

Burnett, Situation Room, Morning Joe, Rachel Maddow, and Hardball — to reach viewers

® See Ipsos-ASI, Media Flighting and Expected Impact (Aug. 27, 2010) (on file with author).

' Lynette Rice, Ratings Alert: What You're Watching if You're 11, 50, or 34 Years Old (The Results May
Surprise You!), Entertainment Weekly (Mar. 15, 2011, 2:38 PM), http://insidetv.ew.com/ 2011/03/15/
ratings-by-age/.

'Y Demographics, TRAC Media Services (Apr. 20, 1988), http://www.tracmedia.org/library/Concepts/
Demographics/default.aspx (last visited Sept. 2, 2014).

2 Derek Thompson, Which Sports Have the Whitest/Richest/Oldest Fans?, The Atlantic (Feb. 10, 2014,
10:51 AM), http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2014/02/which-sports-have-the-whitest-richest-
oldest-fans/283626/.



in the most cost-effective way. This would be a total of 430 GRPs on cablé news, for a
total estimated cost of $5,294,875 ($2,933,775 for MSNBC and $2,861,100 for CNN).

The purpose of the entertainment component is to offset the male-skew of news
programs, and to reach influential and engaged media consumers. This would require
buying 390 GRPs: 215 GRPs on HGTV, and 175 GRPs on the Food Network. This
would cost a combined total of $5,857,350 (83,274,200 on HGTV and $2,583,150 on the
Food Network).

The cable sports buy would target regional and team networks. This allows a level
of specificity in picking where a candidate’s message would appear, penetrating into
hard-to-reach markets; ads can be inserted into specific games, series, and events. This
would be a modest buy of 65 GRPs, which would cost an estimated $1,932,000.

This, to be clear, is not an extravagant cable rollout. Only two news networks
and two entertainment networks are being targeted, and sports buys only focus on
regional and team networks, not large national programming like games on Fox and
ESPN. This restrained cable rollout would cost an estimated $13,584,225.

The final aspect of a media buy would include a digital effort. This includes a
vast array of activities: search engine marketing, social media advertising (in this case
limited to Facebook), digital radio, mobile advertising, video sites (YouTube, Hulu, etc.),
advertising on national news sites (Politico, NYT, LA Times, TPM, etc.), and content
integration. This would cost an estimated $5,716,206. While the internet and social media
are changing political communications by introducing new ways to reach voters,

traditional methods of advertisement remain dominant and critical as far as determining




awareness levels. No serious candidate can expect to rely primarily on lower-cost social
media in order to drive awareness, and I would not advise a candidate to do so.

Thus, when broadcast, cable, and digital media placement costs are taken
together, the cost for all the spots needed to reach 60% name recognition is
$106,705,776.

It is also important to note that the actual costs are likely to be significantly
higher since in an election year featuring three viable candidates, or at least three
candidates capable and willing to spend the requisite amount of money on advertising, ad
markets will be extraordinarily competitive and expensive. It is impossible to predict
exactly how prices might increase, but it is enough to understand that they almost
certainly will. A simple 5% increase in costs would drive the total up by roughly $5.5
million. -

Another factor to consider is that a hypothetical independent candidate may not be
able to buy the necessary spots, even if he has the funds. Established campaigns and
parties have well-developed relationships with networks, allowing them to often times
buy large chunks of ad space all at once. As I can personally verify, campaigns buy ad
time in an effort to exclude their opponents from doing so. Because the two major party
campaigns are more likely to get the best spots, an independent candidate might have to
run a higher volume of ads to reach 60% name recognition. In short, it is nearly
impossible to measure exactly how much costs might go up during a presidential
election year for an independent candidate. If I were putting together a media
campaign for an independent presidential campaign, $106,705,776 is the absolute

least that I could imagine it costing.
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In 2012 the Romney campaign spent $8,895,978 on media production, and the
Obama campaign spent $6,315,301. Using these two numbers as a reference point, I
believe an independent candidate would likely pay somewhere between $6 and $9
million, with an optimistic estimate putting the cost of production at roughly $6,200,000.
Producing ads and buying the minimum number of placements in order to achieve
60% name recognition would cost an estimated total of $112,905,776.

The above figure, as noted, assumed that it would take 60% name recognition
among the public at large for an independent candidate to reach 15% in polls. However,
research from Ipsos suggests that name recognition would in fact need to be much higher,
around 80%'. This constitutes near-universal name recognition, since significant
portions of the American electorate simply do not participate politically. It is difficult
even for industry professionals to establish the cost of household name recognition, and
this can only be attempted with the understanding that costs could vary significantly from
any estimate. If we keep media costs linear, and therefore do not factor in diminishing
marginal returns, and assume that the media buy described above would yield 60% name
recognition, the figure provided from Canal Partners Media can be scaled up. The
estimated costs of a media buy to reach 80% national name recognition would be at
least $150,541,034. This is a modest estimate, but I would advise a candidate attempting

to reach 80% name recognition to expect to spend an amount in this range on media.

13 See Expert Report of Dr. Clifford Young, dated Sept. 5, 2014, submitted as an exhibit to the Complaint
of Level the Playing Field and Peter Ackerman against the Commission on Presidential and its directors,
filed with the Federal Election Commission.
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B. ADDITIONAL COSTS

Campaigns incur a host of other costs other than paid media. These costs, detailed
below, are part and parcel of running a campaign. They are necessary for the candidate to
communicate his message, seek press attention, attract volunteers, get on the ballot,
comply with election law, etc. To be sure, not all of them directly relate to the acquisition
of name recognition as directly as advertising does. But they are necessary for the
candidate to obtain favorability and, ultimately, votes. After all, political advertisements
must advertise something, and that something is an operational campaign, which involves
a myriad of moving parts. For example, ads refer to the candidate’s positions, but these
positions must be developed in papers written by a policy team, which in turn might need
its own small research staff. I believe a campaign is holistic, at least in that one cannot
view its parts discretely, saying X is supererogatory but Y is necessary. On the contrary, a
campaign is a single entity with each part of it being essential to any competitive
campaign.

It is also important to note that I am using figures from the entire presidential
campaign, even though the task at hand ostensibly is to suggest a budget that could get a
candidate to 15% in the polls by September of an election year. I do not feel comfortable
—nor do I believe would other advisors — creating a partial budget for a campaign. In
other words, it does not strike me as prudent to advise a client to develop a strategy and
campaign structure up until a certain point and then, essentially, make a new plan on the
fly. Instead, it is much better to create a working budget for the entire campaign, with the
intention of reevaluating throughout. This is advisable, and perhaps even necessary,

because donors, supporters, and volunteers will be disturbed by the lack of a complete
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election plan; no one is going to invest their emotions, efforts, or resources into a
campaign that only has a plan to go part of the way. Also, it is not always possible to
separate costs between months: perhaps the campaign must sign leases for various
headquarters that extend through November, or make commitments to television
networks, or staff.

In order to calibrate their message, chart campaign strategy, and evaluate
progress, campaigns need polling. In 2012 Romney spent $8,204,469.9, and Obama spent
$10,632,718.86 on polling'*.

In addition, the Romney campaign spent $1,149,581.10 on legal fees, while the
Obama campaign spent $2,879,057.43.

Running a campaign requires a large staff and therefore a large payroll. The
Romney campaign spent $19,358,245.08 on payroll, while the Obama campaign spent
nearly double that, $38,232,173.08. Staff requires facilities, and in 2012 the Romney
campaign spent $2,060,237.14 on rent and utilities bills, while the Obama campaign
spent $2,225,324.04 on rent and occupancy. A candidate and his staff must travel from
event to event. The Romney campaign- spent $13,361,101 on travel expenses, while the
Obama campaign spent $21,271,608.

Campaigns tend to file small charges and minor purchases as credit card
expenses. The Romney campaign paid $2,237,003.46 for these expenses, and the Obama

campaign paid $9,477,728.60.

" The data on campaign spending for the Romney and Obama campaigns was taken from reports available
on the FEC’s website. See Details for Candidate: P80003353 (Mitt Romney), Federal Election
Commission, http://www.fec.gov/fecviewer/CandidateCommitteeDetail.do?candidateCommitteeld=
P80003353&tabIndex=1 (last visited Sept. 3, 2014); Details for Candidate: P80003338 (Barack Obama),
Federal Election Commission, http://www.fec.gov/fecviewer/CandidateCommitteeDetail.do?
candidateCommitteeld=P80003338&tabIndex=1 (last visited Sept. 3, 2014).
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Direct mail is another necessity if an independent campaign aims for widespread
name recognition and issue awareness. The Romney campaign spent $11,954, !77.52 on
direct mail printing and postage, while the Obama campaign spent a more modest
$3,466,697.90.

The Romney anﬂ Obama campaigns each spent slightly more than $8 million on
campaign events and event consulting.

The Romney campaign paid $1,191,444.61 in bills for security. This security, of
course, is in addition to the secret service protection he received. It is not clear an
independent candidate would receive such protection.

The Romney campaign spent $6,144,121.04 on design and printing services,
while the Obama campaign spent $11,543,896.26 on similar services.

The R&mney campaign spent over $17,000,000 on telemarketing and managing
telemarketing data, while the Obama campaign spent $23,144,244.22.

Taking this information into account, any partial budget that I would endorse
for an independent presidential campaign I were consulting, one that aimed to run a
serious campaign capable of competing with the two major parties, would be no less
than $133,026,467, or 75% of Mitt Romney’s major campaign spending in 2012
excluding media. This number represents part of what | believe an independent would
have to spend if they wanted to reach 15% and compete in the debates.

[ arrived at this figure — 75% of the partial Romney budget — by comparing the
budgets of viable presidential campaigns from the last decade. Since in the most recent
election the Romney campaign spent less than the Obama campaign did, I chose their

number as a starting point. From there, I determined how much less an independent
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campaign could realistically spend. In 2012, the Romney campaign spent 77% as much
as the Obama campaign did; in 2008, the McCain campaign spent 46% as much as the
Obama campaign did'®; in 2004, the Kerry campaign spent 90% as much as the Bush
campaign did'®. The mean of these numbers is 74%. In the current environment it appears
that a presidential campaign can spend, depending on the election cycle, as little as 45%
of what a larger campaign is spending and still be competitive. Based on this historically
inflected range, and supposing that this range might persist into the future, it is my
opinion that the budget I have constructed is a good guide as to what is considered the
industry norm. [t is important to remember that the decision makers who came up with
these numbers were themselves motivated by cost efficiency and tried to spend as little as
possible. The numbe;s, therefore, themselves serve as commentary: they are each
campaign’s statement, so to speak, about how little they could spend.

This trend would apply to an independent campaign. 75% sits comfortably in the
middle of this range and is close to its mean, and I would not recommend anything less to
a serious candidate. Indeed, my personal experience on a number of campaigns, at the
congressional, senate, and presidential levels, confirms this technical analysis. Further,
using this method, the independent campaign would be spending 75% as much as the
second largest campaign, which in turn would be spending 75% as much as the largest
campaign. This means that the independent campaign would be spending 56.25% as

much as the largest campaign.

15 John McCain, OpenSecrets.org, http://www.opensecrets.org/pres08/summary.php?cycle=2008&cid
=n00006424 (last visited Sept. 3, 2014); Barack Obama, OpenSecrets.org, http://www.opensecrets.org/
pres08/summary.php?cycle=2008&cid=n00009638 (last visited Sept. 3, 2014).

'8 2004 Presidential Race, OpenSecrets.org, https://www.opensecrets.org/pres04/index.php?sort=E (last
visited Sept. 3, 2014).
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Those who say this is supposing an independent campaign would spend more than
is necessary are not considering the unique political context in which an independent
would be running. In a two-way race, the political reality for each major party, in a way,
puts a ceiling on the amount of money each major party campaign will spend. For
instance, there are states Republicans never worry about, and states Democrats never
worry about. Thus, in a two-way race, their campaigns are not truly national — in 2012,
there were only 13 states in which both campaigns together spent over $1,000,000 on
advertisements'’. The independent caﬁdidate, however, would not benefit from the
entrenched structures — both actual and ideological — that allow major party candidates to
compete on such a reduced map. The independent candidate, in order to have any chance
of winning, would likely have to increase the playing field, bringing states that are not
contested in a two-way race into play. This suggests that an independent, even if he runs
a fiscally disciplined campaign, will have to spend a great deal because the campaign
map will be larger than the typical two-way race. Thus, my proposition that an
independent campaign could get by spending 75% as much as the smaller campaign may
be too modest.

C. ESTIMATE OF TOTAL COSTS

Table 1 on the following page provides an accounting of all major campaign costs
for Obama and Romney in 2012. There are, however, numerous miscellaneous costs
associated with each campaign that it does not make sense to detail, each cost itself being

modicum. When all these minor costs add up, though, they represent a significant amount

17 Wilson Andrews et al., Tracking TV Ads in The Presidential Campaign, The Washington Post (Sept. 25,
2012), http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/special/politics/track-presidential-campaign-ads-2012/v1/.
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of money. In sum, the total costs for the Obama campaign in 2012 was $598,709,622, and
the total cost for the Romney campaign in 2012 was $460,505,714.

Even if we suppose that a bare-bones campaign can get by with only spending
money on the most necessary and major budget items (Table 1), we are still left with an
astronomically high number.

The Romney campaign spent $177,368,609.53 on all major campaign costs,

excluding buying ad spots. We exclude ad spots from this figure because Romney already

benefitted from a high degree of name recognition. Instead we use the figure that Canal
Partners Media provided, as that figure was arrived at with the specific needs of an
independent candidate with little-to-no national name recognition in mind. Taking the
$133,026,467 in major campaign costs arrived at above, we add the media cost
figure Canal Partners Media estimated for 60% national name recognition. From
here, we add the cost of ballot access that Americans Elect paid in 2012'® to get
$253,221,474.

Elections become more expensive each cycle, and so any estimate based on 2012
numbers must be adjusted for campaign cost inflation. In 2004, the two major campaigns
spent a combined total of $654,967,245"°, in 2008 $1,062,895,257%°, and $1,116,828,064

in 20122'. If costs grow at the same rate that they did between 2008 and 2012 (5.07%),

'® In 2012, Americans Elect sought ballot access as a political party, and reached the level of signatures
necessary to get on the ballot in 41 states. The cost of that ballot access effort was $13,489,231.

' 2004 Presidential Race: Summary, OpenSecrets.org, http://www.opensecrets.org/pres04/
index.php?sort=E (last visited Sept. 2, 2014).

% 2008 Presidential Election, OpenSecrets.org, http://www.opensecrets.org/pres08/ (last visited Sept. 2,
2014).

2 2012 Presidential Race, OpenSecrets.org, http://www.opensecrets.org/presi2/ (last visited Sept. 2, 2014).
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my proposed campaign budget for an independent candidate would be $266,059,803. In
other words, if I were working on an independent presidential campaign in 2016, I would
like to see a budget at around that number. Anything less and 1 would not believe that the
campaign had a chance. Based on my years of experience both as a practitioner and
student of politics, this is the number [ would advise my campaign to be prepared to
spend.

The arithmetic is summarized below.

TOTAL INDEPENDENT CAMPAIGN COST (SUMMARY 1)

Romney campaign spending on major items:
$242,368,609.53

Romney campaign spending on major items-excluding spending on media
buys:

$177,368,609.53
Barebones independent cémpaign (75% of Romney costs):
$133,026,467 (+ ballot access costs $13,489,231)= $146,515,698
Independent campaign budget + media buy:
$146,515,698 + $106,705,776 = $253,221,474
Independent campaign budget + media buy, with growth in campaign:
spending factored in:

$253,221,474 x (1.0507)= $266.059.803

Furthermore, this number is just a baseline—I have assumed that costs will be
linear, but in reality they are likely to grow exponentially as media buys become more

competitive and the marginal cost of voter support increases.
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Simply put, there is no way of telling exactly how expensive a modern
election with three competitive candidates will be. The unique circumstances of such
an election will likely drive costs upwards and excite/frighten partisan donors to give

more than they have in the past.

My recommended $266 million budget should thus be considered an absolute

minimum for an independent candidate who wishes to reach 15% national name

recognition by September and secure participation in the debates.

Tables itemizing campaign costs can be found on the following pages.
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR 2012 CAMPAIGN COSTS? (TABLE 1)

Consulting?+ l $,79,496,572.34

Item Romney Campaign Obama Campaign
. ] |
——__T_ — = — =

$65 million l $153.4 million
Ad spots23 f (Only includes summer 1 (Only includes summer
. buys) | buys)
.} e e
Ad production $8 895 978 $6,315,301
Campaign Event $4.871.947.32 ¥ $3,497,643.60 ‘
Costs Rt | ]
$6 538 327. 17

Credit card In '$2,237,003.46 f $9, 477 728.60 —}

_

Legal ' $1, 149 581.10 $2,879,057.43
Mailing il $11,954,177.52 }L $3, 166,697.90 }
Payroll $19,358,245.08 $38232.173.08

|Total - | $242,368,609.53

Emﬁ%gm [$10,632,718.86 ]
|Printing and design L$6','155i',f_2‘1'.64{ T 1154389626 -!
E:“ $2,060,237.14 [$2,225,324.04
[Telemarketing | $19,645,17559 : $23144,244.22 -
@fﬁmsmm T [wieriges "j
h 0953 $202.62472016

2 The data for this table and Tables 2 and 3 were drawn from the Romney and Obama campaign finance
reports filed with the FEC. Those reports can be accessed online via the FEC’s Candidate and Committee
Viewer portal, located at http://www fec.gov/fecviewer/CandCmteTransaction.do.

3 For a more detailed breakdown of money spent o ad buys, see Table 4 below.

% For a more detailed breakdown of money spent on consulting, see Tables 2 and 3 below.
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ROMNEY CONSULTING BUDGET (TABLE 2)

Corsulting Field Cost
— = ===
-Audio Visual $63:437.92

Communications . $2,852,396.53

Compliance rq$1,04-4,66499 '
L S —-
Digital ' $25,455,107.14

Fed ' §1264.82590

‘Dir:' ect Mail : |$33;74b_,6'28.'17- . T
1

T i

Policy $285,267:66
?otal ! §_7._9 ;4:6—6:5'}-2.3—4___" e e e

OBAMA CONSULTING BUDGET (TABLE 3)

Corsulting Cost

[Accoumtng ] $166,855.48 — ]
[Fandraising | $141,599:45
[Research | 39213445

S:trategl:'c ::]If $943,959.89 T

Technology I%$4,’0"):2'_-;?4'8.1.3 2

Total h $6,538,327.17
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WEEKLY TV SPENDING IN SUMMER 20122 (TABLE 4)

Week Rominey Obama campaign Total by
campaign campaigns,
‘ committees, and

PACs

April 30-May 6 | $50 ($50 per | .} "‘i $790;670 ($366 $4 4 million ($753
average spot) ; 'j i per average spot) per ‘average. spot)

[May7-13 30 o $.3 million (§521 - $8'mglllon_($6_89
. - Iperaveragespot) . 'peraverageéspot)

| N

per average spot) || péraverage spot) || per.averagé spot) i

May 14 - 20 §405,080 (3342 || $4.6 million (3455 1[-$‘11_mi11ion (5594
l
i

[May 21-27 $1.4million (3349 : $4.8:million (3422 : $10.9 million

; spot)

[May 28 -June3 | $14.million ($343 | $49 million (3412 |[$11.1million
| per average spot)- - i per average spot) | ($477 per average !
. - spot) :

. per average spot): - pef average spot) ($488 per average

June4-June10 | $2.1'million (§348 - $4.4 million (§492- . $10.8 million
per average spot) per average:spot) ($482 per-average

i spot)
June 11 - June 17 | $2.3.million ($356. f $5 4 million (3410 | 1 $11.7 million .
| per-average spot) ' .| peraverage spot) ($426 per average
i i ! spot) '
: R ax J ———— —JL—-
June 18 - June 24 | $2.2 mllhon 1 $5. 9 million ($354 1 '$16.5 million.
($336per dverage | j pér average'spot) . ($491 per average .
spot) : ' ' spot) E
June 25 - July 1 $3.1 million ($340 /| $9.4 million | $21.5 million :
per:average spot)i - ($350per average ($474 per average *
£y fspot) ' spot) :

» The data in this table were drawi from the Washingion Post's analysis of 2012 presidential race
television advertising spending, available at.Tracking TV ads in the pr: esidential campaign, Washington
Post, ht’(p //www.washingtonpost. comlwp-srv/spec1a1/pohtlcs/track-presxdennal-campalsn-ads-20l 2K/
(last visited Sept. 4, 2014).




july 2 -July 8

July 9 - July 15

Aug. 13 - Aug. 19

July 16 - July 22|

S =
]u—ly 30-Aug. 5 $498 880 ($403

Aug. 6 - Aug. 12

T$1T million ($537 |

$3:2 million ($365  $5.4 million ($317 : $12.2 million
per average spot)  per averagespot)  ($385 per average
' spot)
$3.5.million ($370 ,[ $6.5 miilion (3317 | $16.4 million _
per average spot) i peraverage spot) i ($395 per average
I ' | spot)
$3. 4 mllhon ($364— $6 7 million ($327 $19.1 mllhon
per average spot)  per averagespot)  ($390 per average
spot)
July 23 -July29 | $2.6 million ($361 I $8.5 miilion ($463 || $23.4 million’
. per average spot) ‘| per average spot) | ($467 per average
s ; spot) :
S SR ¢ U S S
$15.9 million $36 million ($709
per average spot)  ($985 per average per average spot)
‘ . spot)
$2.3'million ($612 || $4.6 million ($334 | | $23.1 million
| per average spot) | per average spot) | I ($608 per average
. 1 spot) :
N T st
$5.2 million ($619 $4. 6 million ($334 $33.9 million |
peraverage spot) ' peraverage'spot)  ($643 per average
, _spot) ;

$34.7 million, .

Aug. 20 - Aug. 26 [$2 z ’million :
! (81,160 per | per average spot) ($6 7 per average
average spot) A spot) J
Aug. 27 - Aug 31 | $2.3 million (514  $100 million ﬁl— 7 million.
per-average spot) - ($546.per average ($673 per average
_ spot) _spot)
Sept. 1 -Sept. 9 r$_2'.1j35n.1illion—(§sh 14 1| $11.7 million [ $123 mllllo"rr i
. per-average spot) | ($588 per average ($455 per average
| ' |‘i spot) spot) :
S S S | S 5
Sept. 10 - Sept. 16 | $4.5 million ($447 - $9.3 million ($431  $19.6 million
per-average spot) . per averagespot)  ($481 per average
spot)
Total $65 million }I $153 4 million f T $354.1 million
: i il
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IV. FUNDRAISING DISADVANTAGES FOR INDEPENDENTS

A plurality of donations to the Romney and Obama campaigns were under $200%.
Assuming that the average individual donation was $200- although it was likely smaller,
we are using a high figure to present the best case fundraising scenario — and assuming
3% of people solicited decided to donate — an optimistic estimate (especially for an
independent as opposed to a major party candidate) drawn from my personal campaign
experience — it would take presenta.tions to over 44,343,300 people to raise the
necessary funds for a presidential campaign capable of reaching the debates under
current standards. A summary of the arithmetic is below.

It is important to understand what [ mean by “presentations”. A presentation is not
necessarily a unique appeal by phone or in-person to a potential donor. Instead, a
presentation is any interaction the campaign has with a voter that explicitly or implicitly
touches on the subject of fundraising. Many advertisements — both digital and on
television — implicitly ask for donations, for example. 44,343,300 people is about one

fifth of the adult population, which is a dauntingly high number of appeals to make,

.unique or not.

Of course, the assumption for average donation can vary depending on the
candidate, as well as the time the donation is made. In the 2012 presidential election, for
example, Barack Obama’s campaign disclosed that the average donation to his campaign

and the Democratic National Committee was $65.89%. Those small donations are the

% Jeremy Ashkenas et al., The 20/2 Money Race: Compare the Candidates, The New York Times,
http://elections nytimes.com/2012/campaign-finance (last visited Sept. 2, 2014).

# Byron Tau, Obama Campaign Final Fundraising Total: $1.1 billion, Politico (Jan. 9, 2013),
http://www.politico.com/story/2013/01/obama-campaign-final-fundraising-total- 1-billion-86445 html.
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product of Obama’s concentrated online “microtargeting” efforts, meant to reach as far as
possible to draw in campaign contributions. Candidates may, with this especially
accurate, far-reaching, and internet-based solicitation method, be able to claim the
politically desirable statistic that they receive more small donations than their opponent,
an edge up intended to prove a link between the candidate and a supportive middle class.
Still, many of these variables for establishing an assumed average contribution amount
come down to strategy. In contrast to Obama’s far-reaching, small donation approach,
Romney received more support from the RNC and his super PAC than did Obama from
the DNC and his super PAC.

Because the maximum donation for an individual to a candidate in any race is
$2,600, candidates who appeal to donors with more money may be inclined to do so
through those PACs. For that reason, I left out anything over that amount when coming
up with my average donation of $200. This figure is meant to represent the probable
average disclosed donation of a candidate who is able to appeal to those donating small
sums as well as those giving several hundred dollars.

DONORS NEEDED (SUMMARY 2)

Money needed:
$266,059,803
Plurality of donations: under $200 > hypothetical average donation size: $200
Donations of $200 needed:
$266,059,803/$200 = 1,330,299 donations
Required amount of solicitations, supposing that 3% of potential donors

contacted agrees to donate: 1,330,299/0.03=

44,343,300 solicitations required
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V. POLLING INACCURACY

[t is my belief that, by their nature, elections with more than two candidates do
not lend themselves to the same accuracy in polling as head-to-head campaigns. This
belief is substantiated by a significant amount of data and shared by other experts.
Indeed, races with a serious third party or independent contender are prone to a distinct
volatility in terms of voter support that limits the predictive power of pre-election data.
The extent of this volatility is, of course, dependent on the nature of the electorate and its
perception of that third party candidate. A recent article by Harry Enten of
FiveThirtyEight outlined a short historical analysis over the last 12 years for
gubernatorial races where a third candidate was polling at or above 5%. Analyzing
polling data from the months prior to the election and comparing them to the final results,
he found a median absolute error of 10.1% in the mid-election polls for those polling in
second place. That number grows to 15.3% for those polling third. Further, it was wholly
unclear whether the polling over- or underestimated the potential of the third party
candidate, with some polls missing a runaway by the major-party contender and others
unable to foresee a third-party victoryzs.

Such a significant error is too significant to base assumptions about candidate
viability on. Pre-election polling in September already lacks credibility in determining
which candidates are viable enough to be included in the presidential debates, even in
races with only two contenders. Thus, the findings of FiveThirtyEight further call into

question polling data when there is a third candidate. A hypothetical third candidate can

2 Harry Enten, Three-Way Governor's Race Could Get Messy For Cuomo, FiveThirtyEight (May 30,
2014), http://fivethirtyeight.com/datalab/three-way-governors-race-could-get-messy-for-cuomo/.
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be polling at 5% against his two opponents, excluding him from the debate due to the
15% participation standard. However, because of the pronounced error in a three-way
race — 15.3% on average — that candidate could still finish with 20% of the vote. This
highlights the absurdity of using poll data to gauge support of third-party candidates.

Perhaps, though, three way polls are not inaccurate per se, but still lack predictive
power due to the volatility of three-way races. Each poll might represent an accurate
snapshot of a rapidly shifting landscape, and, being only a snapshot, is unable to capture
the shift. When 1 say “inaccuracy”, hence, I do not mean that the polls necessarily have
not captured the voters’ sentiments at the time the poll was conducted, but that they are
inaccurate in terms of predicting the final election results. In other words, the inaccuracy
extends to the polls’ ability to capture and therefore anticipate quick shifts in voter
preferences, not to their ability to discover how voters feel at the moment, however
ephemeral that may be.

The inaccuracy of pre-election polling when a third candidate is involved is
further exacerbated by the difficulty a pollster faces in identifying an appropriate sample
of likely voters. As we ha'lve seen with the recent failure of Eric Cantor’s pollster to
predict his primary election defeat, an error in sampling can lead to large errors in results
that go undetected until Election Day. As Lynn Vavreck has described in the New York
Times, and as 1 can personally affirm, pollsters who produce pre-election polls must
arrive at some estimate of who they think will vote in that election. In other words, the
true accuracy of a poll is contingent upon how right that pollster got the sample. As
Vavreck puts it, “Pollsters don’t shoot balls between fixed goal posts, they shoot

horeshoes around a fixed stake. . . . Being on the wrong court, however, is a much bigger
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problem.”” Herein lies the problem with a race between three or more candidates —
identifying the right sample becomes exponentially more difficult. This is largely in part
because of the new voters that serious third party and independent candidates tend to
bring out in an election, just as Ross Perot did in 1992. These voters, some of whom are
politically inactive or even unregistered until mobilized by a compelling candidate, are
easily overlooked when creating samples for pre-election polls.

When Jesse Ventura successfully ran for governor in 1998, Minnesota lead the
nation in voter-turnout due to the influx of first time voters. One in six voters, nearly 17%
of the electorate, registered to vote on Election Day. According to exit polls, 12% of the
electorate would not have voted had Ventura not been on the ballot®®. Non major party
candidates represent new views, or new combinations of tried and trusted views. The
excitement that builds around them — if they are given proper media attention — and the
effect it has creating first time votes, is understandable yet hard to anticipate exactly.

When these difficulties in sampling are combined with the inaccuracies I describe
above that apply to any poll taken two months before the election, we are left with a very
foggy picture of what will happen on Election Day in a three-candidate race. It is
something other pollsters and I go to great efforts attempting to account for, but the
simple fact is that polling of independents is inherently unreliable.

Further statistical research firm Ipsos. Using an Ipsos model based off of decades

of polling data and electoral returns, we can predict the chance of polling volatility and

¥ Lynn Vavreck, Why Polls Can Sometimes Get Things So Wrong, The New York Times: The Upshot
(July 3, 2014), http://www nytimes.com/2014/07/04/upshot/why-polls-can-sometimes-get-things-so-
wrong html?_r=1.

30 Steven Schier, Jesse 's Victory, Washington Monthly (Jan/Feb 1999), http://www.washingtonmonthly.
com/features/1999/9901.schier.ventura.html.
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error excluding serious candidates with the potential for significant appeal from the

débqte's_.” The implications of this model are discouraging for non-major party hopefuls

and give'us a cleare picture of just how insurmountable.the 15% obstacle is for these

candidates. A c'andidate."reééivihg:"ZO% of the vote-on Election Day, 4 slightly better

_performance than that of Ross Perot in 1992, would'still have-a nearly one out of four

(24.32%) chance of being excluded from the debates under the CPD’s rule due to the lack:
of predictive power in polling in third-party races. This is absurd. The.volatility/error of

three-way polling are too great to ignore, and it is ridiculous to suppose that such a

standard — which, because of its lack of predictive power, is little more than arbitrary —

should be used to determine something as seminal as participation in the presidential
debates.

Dated: New York, NY
September 1, 2014

Douglas Schoer!

3-See Expert Report of Dr. Clifford Yoiing, supran.13.
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Independents' Day? Game Rigged
Against Third-Party Candidates

B8Y CHUCK TODD, MARK MURRAY AND CARRIE DANN

ndependents’ Day?

There's not a better week to look at the state of “independent-based politics”
than on Independence Day weekend! And if there was ewer a time for an
independent, third-party candidacy to gain a following, & should be this year; the
public is aimost begging for it {as it was in 2010 or 2012;. Just a quarter of Americans
think the country is headed in the right direction, acconcing to last month’'s NBC/WSJ
poll; 57% want to fire their member of Congress; and the two major poltical parties
have upside-down fav/unfav ratings with the public. But when you survey the 2014
races across the country, there aren’t many viable thirc-party candidates. Yes, there
are a handful of races where an independent could play spoiler -- think Eliot Cutler in
Maine's gubernatorial race, La:ry Pressler in South Dakota’s Senate cor:itest, Mufi
Hannemann in Hawaii's governor’s race, and maybe even Thomas Ravenel in South
Carolina’s Senate contest. And, yes, it was just two years ago when ind2pendent
Angus King, Maine's former governor, won a Senate se&t :n that state {taough he
caucuses with the Democrats). But the day before Independence Day, it's worth
observing that political independents - both candidates and voters -- have less
influence than they should during these anti-Washingtontimes. There isn't a Jesse
Ventura-like figure out on the horizon this election seasor. And political races are
increasingly decided by the bases, not independents. Sese 2012.

A rigged game

So how do you explain why Independent candidates aie mnlikely to play a major role
this election season when Washington and the two ma:n political parties are so
unpopular? There's a blunt answer: If you're a serlous caxdidate with a solid resume
and you are even considering a third-party candidacy, you delleve the game is
rigged against you. Unless an independent is a Michael B'comberg or Ross Perot, he
or she won't have the campaign money or Super PAC ne:work to compete with the
major political parties, especiaily in today's post-Citizer s Usited world. Third-party
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parties have. So it seems.harder than ever for an independent candidate to break
through. Then again; with soclal media and the power of outside groups, there iIsa
potential PATH for a strong third-party candidate. But that's down the road, not now.

A vehicle for protest votes

All of that said, some third-party candidates are going-to get protest votes this fall.
Strategists have told us that they see evidence these candidates are getting a tii'gher
percentage in polling than they ordinarily do, and that’s s_ignlﬁ'cant because it means
that a winning number in November isn't 51% - It could be 46% or 47%. It's as if these
third party candidates are serving as the public’s “None of the Above.” Don't forget
last year's gubernatorial contest in Virginia, where Democrat Terry McAuliffe
defeated Republican Ken Cuccinelll, 48%-45%, because Libertarian candidate Robert
Sarvis got 6.5% of the vote. Of course, that Sarvis percentage was lower than polis
had indicated, but it still made the winning number less than 50%.

Giving political juice (and relevancy) to a White House that was running on empty

The Washington Post’s Dan Balz-makes a point we made earlier this week: Ever
sincé House Republicans announced that they would vote to authorize a lawsuit
against President Obama, the, president has seem energized. “With immigration
reform dead for this-year, If not for the remalnder of Obama'’s presidency; with House
Speaker John A. Boehner (R-Ohio) threatening to sue-him for alleged misuse of"
presidential power; and with other important legisiation stalled in the House, the
president has given voice to his frustrations with a series of partisan blasts.” And as
we said earlier this week, what the Boehner lawsuit has done is give political juice to
a White House that had been running (almost) on empty the past few weeks.
Meanwhile, don't miss a few of these critiques of the Boehner lawsuit idea coming
from the right (see here and here). The main argument with both columns: the US.
House has power to fight back if they think their power has been usurped, they don't De nt a | Im p | a nt
need to go running to .the Judiclary branch for help - 1t actually only makes.the W a rn in g

House and the legislative branch weaker by doing so.
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Economy adds 288,000 jobs,; unemployment rate drops to 6.1%

Speaking of juice, these numbers are bound to give the White House a little more
‘pep in their step before the. July 4 holiday: “Hiring over the past five months has
been the strongest since the late 1990s tech boom as the economy added 288,000
jobs in June and the unemployment rate fell to 6.1 percent from 6.3 percent,” the AP
reports. “The Labor Department says those gains follow additions of 217,000 Jobs in
‘May and 304,000 in April, figures that were both revised upward.” Folks, so much for
that negative first-quarter GDP number. The economy looks stronger than at any
time since the Great Recession.

Golng too far In Mississippi?

Tea Partier Chris McDanlel and his supporters certalnly don’t think last month’s GOP
Senate runoff in Mississippl.is over. Yesterday, McDaniel issued this fundraising
solicitation: “Thanks to illegal voting from liberat Democrats, my opponent stole last
week's runoff election, but 'm not going down without a fight." And his supporters
crashed a'conference call sponsored by the Thad Cochran campaign, in which one
unidentified person talked about “harvesting” cotton and-black voters. That
conference call should serve as a wakeup call to McDaniel and his team: Their
challenge Is dividing their party, it's Injectin.g.race (eit'her explicitly or implicitly') into a
state with a troubled history ori that subject, and it's all damaging to Mississippi’s.
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Someone has already died as a direct or indirect consequence of this race. Isn't that
enough?

Click here to sign up for First Read emails. Text FIRST to 622639, to sign up for First,
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March 23, 2011

Pawlenty Begins Race With 41% GOP Name Recognition

Gallup tracking finds Pawlenty hardly better known than he was in January
by Frank Newport
PRINCETON, NJ -- Former Mi Gov. Tim Pawlenty, who this week became the first major Republican to announce the formation of a presidential

exploratory committec, has 41% name recognition among Republicans nationwide. He trails a number of other potential GOP presidential candidates on this
measure.

Name Recognition of Potential Candidates for 2042 Republican Presidential Nomination

Among Republi and Republican |
Jan 4-5. 2011 Feb 28-Mar 13, 2011 Mar 7-20, 2011

% % %
Sarah Palin ' ' ' 9', ’ . -96 ' ' 97
Mike Huckahee i 87 B Ro
NewtGingrich ) 44 85 8
Mitt Romney "84 8 83
Ron Pl o ’ 73 56 76
Michele Buchumnn. - 2 52
Rick Suntorum 40 . 42 ' 42
Haley Barbour 41 42 42
Tim Pawlenty 39 ’ 4i . ' 4.l
Miwch Dasiels o Ta6 30 L)
Jon Huntsman ' a1 20 2t
Gary Juhnsun 14 12 n

Question wording: Nexu. | um going by inention the numes of some people in the news. For ench one,
please tell e if you recugnize the naine. ur nul.

GALLUM™

While Pawlenty’s announcement this week fell short of an official declaration of his presidential andidacy, it came close. Pawlenty's website is entitled
"Pawlenty 2012, and his frequent visits to early primary states of [owa and New Hampshire make it clear that he is a candidate in all but name.

Pawlenty faces a significant challenge as a result of his overall lack of name recognition among Republicans nationwide. In early January, 30% of Republicans

and Republican-leaning indep recog F y, virtually the same as the 41% name recognition he has registered in the last two weeks of Gallup’s
tracking of potential GOP candidates. .

Overall, Pawlenty stands in a third tier of Republican candidates, based on name identification. Five potential candidates have greater than 70% name ID —~
Sarah Palin, Mike Huckabee, Newt Gingrich, Mitt Romney, and Ron Paul -- likely because they have run prior presidential campaigns or have had prominent
roles in Republican national politics.

X} Tudi

Mi Cong Michele Bachmann sits alone in a second tier with 52% recognition, followed by a group of three p candidates, i
Pawlenty, Mississippi Gov. Haley Barbour, and former Pennsylvania Sen. Rick Santorum, whom 41% to 42% of Republicans recognize.

Three other Republicans Gallup tracks have name recognition scores of less than 35%: Indiana Gov. Mitch Daniels, Former Utah Gov. and current
Ambassador to China Jon Huntsman, and former New Mexico Gov. Gary Johnson.

Pawlenty Fares Better in Intensity of Support

Pawlenty's Positive Intensity Score -- the net of strongly favorable views minus strongly unfavorable views —~ is now at 16. A number of potential GOP
candidates have similar scores, including the much better-known Gingrich and Romney. Huckabee, Bachmann, and Palin generate higher Positive Intensity
Scores than Pawlenty at this point.

Positive Intensity Scores, Potential Candidates for 2012 Republicun
Presidential Nomination
Amanyg Republicans and Republicun leaners

Posluve Positive

Intensity Score® Score*
Feb 28-Mur 13. 2011 Mar 7-20, 2011

Mike Huckabee 25 25
Michele Bschinunn 20 20
SahPulin 16 19
Mitt Romney 15 16
Tim Pawlenty 15 ' 16
Newt Gingrich 17 15
Rick Suntorum 16 15
Ron Paul 13 '}
Mitch Duniels 10 12
Jon Huntsnaam ' 14 ' 1]
Haley Burbour ’ ’ n 9

Gary Johnson ' 5 1

© % with highly fsvurable upinion minus % with highly unfiveruble opinion, hased
only on thuse whi recugnize candidule




Gary Johnson 5 !

* % with highly fivoruble opinion minus % with highly unfiwarshle apinion, hused
anly un those whe recognize eandidate

Question wording: Next. | am going to mentivn the names of sume people in the

news. For sicti ane, please tell me if you recognize the namie, or not. (Asked of those

“Ilo rea; |u.e euch |l=rsun) Please tell me whetler yuu have a lly f ble or
of s |h.|| u atrongly (f ble/ ble) i

ble/unk BleY ani 5
. ) OF s
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Barbour Also in the News This Week

Both The Washington Post and The New York Times this week carried major profiles of Barbour, who -- like Pawlenty -- is reported to be seriously
considering running for president, although he has not yet set up an exploratory committee. Barbour has about the same level of name recognition as
Pawlenty, but a iderably lower Positive Intensity Score (9). This suggests that Barbour does not yet generate much enthusiasm from those who are
familiar with him.

Implications

Name recognition is a necessary ingredient in a politician's race to win his or her party's nomination for president. The last eight Republicans who won their
party’s presidential nomination - John McCain, George W. Bush, Bob Dole, George H.W. Bush, Ronald Reagan, Gerald Ford, Richard Nixon, and Barry

Gold - were well-known and well-established politicians. Even George W. Bush, who was a state governor with no national experience in the year before
he won the Republican nomination, had a recognition score of over 80% when Gallup first measured him in February 1999, albeit aided in part by his famous
last name.

Additionally, Barack Obama, who stands as an example of an individual who came from relative obscurity to national prominence, had a name recognition
score of over 75% by March 2007, the year before he gained the Democratic nomination.

Pawlenty and Barbour thus face a serious challenge as they begin their quests to gain their party’s nomination. Well under half of their party's rank-and-file
members across the country at this point, less than a year before the first primaries and caucuses take place, know who they are. Both Pawlenty and Barbour,

as well as other Republi who are expected to formally announce their candidacies over the next few hs, will be cri ing the country for the
remainder of the year in an effort to make themselves known -- and liked -- by potential GOP primary voters. Gallup’s weekly tracking and reporting on the
name recognition and Positive I ity Scores of p ial Republican presidential candidates will gauge how successful the candidates are in these
endeavors.

Survey Methods

Results are based on interviews as part of Gatlup Daily tracking March 7-20, 2011, with rand of i and ican-

mdependens aged 18 ang older, living in all 50 U.! S. states and the District of C i using digit-dial ing. Questions asking about the 12 pohenual

in this were rotated among of I each night; over the 14-day period, each candidate was rated by a
of 1,500 i and Ry ican-leaning
For the overall ratings of each i among i and R ican leaning i ing recognition scores, one can say with 95% confidence thal the
maximum margin of sampling error is £3 percenlage poinis. For the Positive Intensity Score for each i the i margin of ing error varies ing on

the size of the group recognizing the individual.

S are with on i and cellular phones, with interviews in for resp who are
speaking. Each daily sample includes a minimum quota of 200 cell phone and 800 I with additional minimum quotas among landline
respondents for gender within region. Landline respondents are chosen at random within each household on the basis of which member had the most recent birthday.

Samples are weighted by gender, age, race, Hispanic ethnicity, education, region, adults in the household, cell phone-only status, cell phone-mostly status, and phone tines. .
Demographic weighting targets are based on the March 2010 Current Population Survey figures for the aged 18 and older non-instilutionalized population living in U.S. H
telephone households. All reported margins of sampling error include the computed design effects for weighting and sample design.

In addition to ing error, i ing and practical difficulties in conducting surveys can introduce error or bias into the findings of public opinion polls.

For more details on Gallup's polling methodology, visit www galluo com.
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Clinton Is Best Known, Best Liked Potential 2016 Candidate

Huckabee's image is slightly better than other GOP contenders
by Jeffrey M. Jones
PRINCETON, NJ -- Hillary Clinton is currently the best known and best liked of 16 potential 2016 presidential candidates tested in a July 7-10 Gallup poll,

due to her 91% familiarity score and +19 net favorable rating. The net favorable is based on her 55% favorable and 36% unfavorable ratings.

POTENTIAL 2016 PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES
Favorability and Familiarity Ratings
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In the graph seen above, those potential candidates in the upper-right quadrant are viewed more positively than negatively by Americans and have above
average familiarity. The further candid in that quad are away from the intersecting lines, the higher their scores are on both dimensions. The graph
clearly shows Clinton's strong image positioning relative to other candidates at the moment for the general election. Gallup will report on candidate images
among rank-and-file Republi and Di ats in the coming days to see how the 2016 hopefuls stack up for their respective party's nomination.

Those potential candidates in the other three quadrants have weaknesses in familiarity, favorability, or both. Those in the lower-right quadrant are better
known but less well liked, and must work to change people’s opinions about them. Those in the upper-left quadrant are better liked but less well known, and
their challenge lies more in becoming nationally known figures.

Huckabce May Have Slight Edge in GOP Field for General Election

Former Arkansas governor and current talk show host Mike Huckabee is arguably in a slightly better position image-wise among the national adult
population than other p ial Republican presidential candidates. His +12 net favorable rating edges out Kentucky Sen. Rand Paul's +9 for the highest
among Republi did Huckabee's 54% familiarity score trails those for New Jersey Gov. Chris Christie (65%) and former Florida Gov. Jeb Bush
(65%), but is above the 52% average for the 11 Republicans measured in the poll. Christie's and Bush's net favorable ratings are among the lowest.

Familiarity and Favorable Ratings of Potential 2016 Republican Presidential Candidates,
Based on National Adults

Ranked by net Gnvoruhle

% FPamiliar % With % With Net
(Chave an fuvorahle unfavorable favorable
i ) ini pini (pet. pts.)
Mike Huckubee U 54 B 33 T +2
Rand Paul ' ' 55 ) 32 Y 23 ) ) +é ’
Marco Rubio 46 27 BT e
Rick Perry a8 32 26 +6
Psul Ryan 56 3 25 +6
Bobby Jindul 38 22 6 +6
Ted Cruz 48 25 2r +2
Scott Wulker 34 18 16 +2
Chris Christie 65 as 32 +
Jeb Bush 65 n 34 -3
Rick Snnlorum_ 48 22 2.6 -4

July 7-10, 2014

GALLUP

Florida Sen. Marco Rubio has an above average +8 net favorable among national adults, but lags other Republican candidates with 46% familiarity. Texas
Gov. Rick Perry and Wisconsin Rep. Paul Ryan are slightly above average in terms of both of favorability and familiarity.

Louisiana Gov. Bobby Jindal has the same +6 net favorability as Perry and Ryan, but is among the least well-known Republicans included in the poll with
38% familiarity. Texas Sen. Ted Cruz, Wisconsin Gov. Scott Walker, and former Pennsylvania Sen. Rick Santorum are below average in both favorability and
familiarity, with Santorum viewed more negatively than positively.




Biden Is Well-Known, Not Well-Liked

Two of the five Democrats included in the poll have net negative favorable ratings ~ Vice President Joe Biden and Maryland Gov. Martin O'Malley. O'Malley
is the least known potential candidate in the survey, with 83% of Americans not having an opinion of him. Biden's net negative favorable rating could be more
troubling in terms of his 2016 prospects, as 80% of Americans have an opinion of him, second only to Clinton among the 16 candidates in the poll.

Fumiliarity and Fuverable Ratings of Potential 2016 Democratic Presidential Candidates,
Bused on National Adults
Ranked by net favoruble

% Fawmiliar % With % With Net

(have an favorahle unfinvunable favorahle

ini - ap i piniv (pd._ pis.)

Hillary Clinton 9l 55 36 g
Elizabeth Wurren 38 a1 ' 7 +q

Andrew Cuomo ’ 51 ' 27 ' ag ’ +3 .

Martin O'Mulley 15 7 9 -2

Joe Biden o 80 BT e o4

July 7-10. 2614
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Americans are slightly more likely to have a positive than negative view of Massachusetts Sen. Elizabeth Warren (21% favorable, 17% unfavorable) and New
York Gov. Andrew Cuomo (27% f: ble, 24% unfavorable). Cuomo is the better known of those two, but still has below average familiarity.

Perry, Christie, Cruz Images Recovering

The candidates with net negative favorable ratings can take some solace in knowing that Americans are quick to forgive — or perhaps to forget -- when
politicians do things that reflect negatively on them. Three of the potential candidates in the current survey -- Perry, Christie, and Cruz -- were rated much
more negatively than positively the last time Gallup asked about them, and all are back to at least a slightly more positive than negative favorable rating.

h

s Perry's recovery may be the most impressive. When Gallup last ed him in Dy
poor debate performances, he had a net favorable rating of -28 (27% f; ble, 55%
to 58%, but those able to rate him are now more positive than negative.

= Christie became a prominent and weli-regarded national figure known for taking on the Democratic legislature in New Jersey and for his response to
Superstorm Sandy. In June 2013 he had a +32 net favorable rating. The "Bridgegate” scandal last fall sent Christic’s image plummeting, to a net -9
favorable rating earlier this year, before improving to +1 in the current poll.

» Cruz, a central figure in the government shutdown last fall, had a net favorable rating of -10 in an October 2013 Gallup poll. Eight months later, his net
favorable rating is back to +2.

2011, with his 2012 presidential campaign sputtering duc to
ble). His familiarity scores are down since then, from 82%

£

Biden is the only potential candidate whose image is notably worse than the last time Gallup measured him, with his net favorable rating slipping to -4 from
+4 in February.

Implications

The viability of a candidate’s chances depends both on voters knowing who the candidate is, but also on voters having a positive impression of the candidate.
Candidates usually become better known over the course of a campaign, but those who are better known at the outset have an advantage in that they don't
have to work as hard to attract attention to, or raise money for, their campaigns. On the other hand, those who are well-known may have more difficulty
improving their image during a campaign.

Although Clinton is the best-liked potential candidate in the poll - 18 months before the first primaries or caucuses -- her favorable ratings are lower now
than when she was secretary of state. They are, however, better than in July 2006, a year-and-a-half before the 2008 primaries, when she had a +6 net
favorable rating (50% favorable, 44% unfavorable), before running a competitive but ultimately unsuccessful bid for the Democratic presidential nomination.

So while Clmlon 's image has lost some of its luster as she has moved from a less overtly political role as secretary of state to her current role as a book author

-1 1 )

and | pr ial she is in an arguably stronger position with the public now than she was before her 2008 presidential campaign.

Survey Methods

Results for this Gallup poll are based on telephone interviews cond

50 U.S. states and the District of Columbia.

d July 7-10, 2014, with a random sample of 1,013 adults, aged 18 and older, living in all

For results based on the total sample of national adults, the margin of sampling error is 4 percentage points at the 95% confidence level.

lonh q din Q

Interviews are conducted with respond on landline and cellular phones, with interviews in Spanish for who are
primarily Spanish-speaking. Each sample of national adults includes a minimum quota of 5096 cellphone respnndems and 50% landline respondents, with
addmonal minimum quotas by time zone within region. Landline and cetlular teleph are selected using random-digit-dial methods. Landline

resp are ch at random within each household on the basis of which member had the most recent birthday.

d

4

Samples arc weighted to correct for probability, nonresponse, and double coverage of landline and cell users in the two sampling frames.
They are also weighted to match the national demographics of gender, age, race, Hispanic ethnicity, education, region, population density, and phone status
(cellphone only/landline only/both, and cellphone mostly). Demographic weighting targets are based on the most recent Current Population Survey figures
for the aged 18 and older U.S. population. Phone status targets are based on the most recent National Health Interview Survey. Population density targets are

based on the most recent U.S. census. All reported margins of sampling error include the d design effects for weighting.

P

1n addition to sampling error, question wording and practical difficulties in conducting surveys can introduce error or bias into the findings of public opinion
polls.

View survey methodology, complete question responses. and trends.

For more details on Gallup's polling methodology, visit www,gallup.com.
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Romney hits 'magic number’ for GOP nomination
By Gregory Wallace, CNN
updated 5:34 AM EDT, Wed May 30, 2012 CNN.com

(CNN) -- Mitt Romney hit his party's "magic number" on Tuesday, unofficially clinching the Republican
presidential nomination in a race he entered as the front-runner and has had to himself for weeks.

Romney led the pack when he announced his second run for the White House last June, and he has
watched his rivals for the nomination slowly trickle out as their own wins looked increasingly unlikely.

The delegates to put him over the 1,144 necessary for the GOP nomination came in Texas, the lone state
to vote this week. Romney entered the day 78 delegates away from the magic number, and on Tuesday
CNN projected he would win the state's GOP presidential primary, where 152 of the state's 155 delegates
were at stake.

B On Tuesday,
- 244 Romney said he
:d was humbled to
have secured
the requisite
i - delegates to
e AR LN become the
) S ] i GOP nominee.

Courlting the Latino vote

"l am honored
that Americans
across the
country have
given their

‘ \ A Bl support to my
Wﬁasnm g4 candidacy and |

Pravd Bavatay(oines, Campalgn —
STt {oderer ey Jowav Cunrey’ rwoerd of 433 Grind Siem maichwim am humbled to

Saul: Romney learned from his mislakes have won
enough delegates to become the Republican Party's 2012 presidential nominee,” Romney wrote. "Our
party has come together with the goal of putting the failures of the last 3'2 years behind us. | have no
illusions about the difficulties of the task before us. But whatever challenges lie ahead, we will settle for
nothing less than getting America back on the path to full employment and prosperity. On November 6, |
am confident that we will unite as a country and begin the hard work of fulfilling the American promise and
restoring our country to greatness."

The chairman of the Republican National Committee, Reince Priebus, congratulated Romney on the
milestone, saying Romney would "offer America the new direction we so desperately need.”

Priebus' Democratic counterpart, Rep. Debbie Wasserman Schultz, was less enthusiastic.

"Tonight, after six years of trying and millions of dollars spent, and after a year of tepid support against one
of the weakest fields in history, Mitt Romney has finally secured enough delegates to become the
Republican Party's presidential nominee," wrote Wasserman Schultz, the chairwoman of the Democratic
National Committee. "Romney may have finally gained enough delegates to become the nominee, but

Sep 06, 2014 01:27:12PM MDT
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what's been truly remarkable about his path to the nomination is how much damage he's left in his wake as
he enters the general election.”

Romney has been the presumptive nominee for weeks, but will not be the official party nominee until the
Republican National Convention, set to be held the week of August 27 in Tampa, Florida.

Romney launched his campaign on a warm day last June, telling his supporters gathered at a New
Hampshire farm that "Barack Obama has failed America."

Opinion: How political ads can elect a president

“From my first day in office my No. 1 job will be to see that America once again is No.1 in job creation," he
said.

The early primary battleground state would play an important role in his campaign. He initially invested
more in New Hampshire than the first-in-the-nation caucus state of lowa, which he eventually lost by a
small margin to former Sen. Rick Santorum of Pennsylvania.

New England voters have long been familiar with Romney, even before his 2008 presidential bid. He
served as governor of Massachusetts between 2003 and 2007.

Texas figured into this presidential race long before the first votes cast on Tuesday. One of the three
factors in Santorum's April decision to end his presidential bid was a decision by Texas Republicans not to
change their proportional delegate model to a winner-take-all system, which -- if he had stayed in the race
and won the state -- could have given him a boost and held back Romney's delegate accumulation.

Opinion: GOP's problem with Latinos - as big as Texas

Two of Romney's rivals in the once-crowded field are from Texas. Texas Gov. Rick Perry exited the race
two days before the mid-January primary in South Carolina after a disappointing fifth-place finish in lowa
and his decision to stop campaigning in the second state to vote, New Hampshire.

Earlier this month, Rep. Ron Paul of Texas said he would no longer actively campaign for the Republican
nomination, effectively ending his third run for the Oval Office with 122 delegates.

When Santorum, Paul and others were still in the race, talk of a contested convention swirled and it
seemed to some a realistic possibility that Romney might not reach the magic number before the last state
voted in June.

Former House Speaker Newt Gingrich vowed to push his bid onward to the convention unless Romney
were to clinch the nomination earlier. He told reporters in late March that if Romney "does not have a
majority [of delegates], | think you'll then have one of the most interesting, open conventions in American
history.” He suspended his bid in early May, and on Tuesday was to appear with Romney at a fundraiser in
Las Vegas.

The earliest contests weeded out Rep. Michele Bachmann of Minnesota, who won the lowa straw poll last
summer but finished sixth in its January caucuses, and former Utah Gov. Jon Huntsman, who ended his
bid before the South Carolina vote after falling short in New Hampshire.

Others dropped out before the voting began. Businessman Herman Cain's once-unlikely rise ended in
December amid allegations of sexual misbehavior. Former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty dropped out
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months earlier, in August, after the high stakes Ames, lowa, straw poll.

Romney, who becomes the first Mormon presidential nominee of a major party, previously sought the GOP
presidential nomination in 2008. He dropped out after Super Tuesday, which allocated 1,020 delegates
from 21 states. The Texas primary in early March of that year gave Sen. John McCain of Arizona the
necessary delegates to seal up the GOP nomination.

'Other-ness’: What Obama and Romney have in common on religion, race

In his 2008 convention speech, Romney spoke about many of the same themes that are prominent in his
campaign this cycle, including a call "to rein in government spending, lower taxes, take a weed wacker to
excessive regulation and mandates ... pursue every source of energy security, from new efficiencies to
renewables, from coal to non-CO2 producing nuclear and for the immediate drilling for more oil off our
shores."

President Barack Obama faced no national competition for the Democratic presidential nomination, and
CNN projected he accumulated the 2,778 necessary delegates on April 3.

© 2014 Cable News Network. Turner Broadcasting System, Inc. All Rights Reserved.

Page 30of 3 Sep 06, 2014 01:27:12PM MDT



Exhibit 75




4
4
E

Republicans
Bachmann, Michelle*
Cain, Herman*
Gingrich, Newt*
Huntsman, Jon**
McCotter, Thaddeus G.**
paul, Ron*

Pawlenty, Timothy***
perry, Rick**
Romney, Mitt*
Santorum, Rick*

Democrats
Obama, Barack*

Others
Johnson, Gary Earl*
Roemer, Charles E. 'Buddy’ ll1***

Total Republican
Total Democrats

Toal Others

Grand Total

Presidential Pre-Nomination Campaign Disbursements May 31, 2012

Operating
Expenditures
Minus Offsets

$9,940,432
$16,200,278
$22,860,546
$6,958,631
$545,508
$37,221,893
$5,151,016
$19,287,579
$103,631,286
$21,517,619

$145,064,907
$945,496
$637,296
$243,314,787
$145,064,907

$1,582,792

$389,962,487

* First Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q2
** First Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q3
*#+4 girst Financial Report for 2012 Cycle - 2011 Q1

Fundralsing
Disbursements
Minus Offsets

$0
$0
$0
$829,539
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
50

$0
$51,550
$0
$829,539
$0

$51,550

$881,089

Legal/Accounting
Disbursements
Minus Offsets

$0
$0
$0
S0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$28,130
$0
$0
$0

$28,130

$28,130

Other
Disbursements

$5,000
$30,800
$0

$0

$1
$14,123
$102
$0
$398
$6,500

$2,255,747
$0

50
$56,923
$2,255,747
$0

$2,312,669

Total

$12,274,326
$16,746,446
$23,190,703
$7,827,445
$549,675
$37,565,743
$5,965,502
$20,123,845
$106,585,325
$21,752,575

$153,596,853
$1,025,176
$675,835
$252,581,586
$153,596,853
$1,701,011

$407,879,450

Latest
Cash
on Hand

$411,279
$41,861
$735,716
$47,107
$762
$3,281,384
$0
$417,207
$16,999,666
$696,322

$109,718,115
$732
$525,753
$22,631,303
$109,718,115
$526,485

$132,875,903

Debts
Owed by
Campaign

$1,049,567
$450,000
$4,736,046
$5,469,145
$105,636
$0

S0
$14,464
$0
$1,943,385

$1,207,807
$122,301
$49,600
$13,768,243
$1,207,807

$171,901

$15,147,952

Debts
Owed to
Campaign

$0

S0

$0
$2,280
$761
$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0
$0
$0
$3,041
50
$0

$3,041
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Ehe New Pork Eimes

FiveThirtyEight
Nate Silver’s Political Calculus

A Polling-Based Forecast of the Republican Pfimary Field

May 11, 2011 10:05 am

This is the finale of a four-part series (Part I, Part I1, Part I1I) evaluating the utility of early presidential primary polls as forecasting
instruments. My contention is that these polls have enough predictive power to be a worthwhile starting point for handicapping a field
of candidates. In this article, we'll see what they have to say about the Republican contenders for 2012.

Here is a chart summarizing the 28 scientific polls that have been conducted on the Republican field since the start of the year,
covering a total of 23 different candidates or prospective candidates. (For the ground rules used to assemble this data, see Part III).

Name recognition figures are mainly taken from Gallup, and reflect an average of all of Gallup’s surveys since the start of the year.
The exceptions are a handful of relatively obscure candidates whom Gallup has not yet polled on — in those cases the name recognition
figures are estimates, and are indicated in red in the table. (Some of the polls were conducted in multiple versions with varying lists of
candidates; that's why the table shows, for example, that Mike Huckabee was included in 26.2 polls out of 28.)

Our first model for translating this polling data into probabilities works as follows.

o First, we divide each candidate’s polling average by name recognition. This gives us the percentage of voters who are familiar with the
candidate and have him or her as their first choice.

¢ Next, we use logistic regression analysis based on our data set of past primary polls to translate the candidate’s recognition-adjusted
polling average into a probability of winning the nomination. (More technically, we use the square root of each candidate’s recognition-
adjusted polling average to fit the regression curve, which produces slightly better results on the historical data.)

= Finally, we prorate the numbers so that the probabilities sum up to 100 percent. That leaves us with the following:

I'm calling this the Classical Model, since it’s a little bit more elegant than an alternative method that we'll examine later on.
Divide a candidate’s polling average by name recognition, and you have a pretty decent benchmark for the candidate’s upside.

One thing that stands out is that this method gives the leading candidate, Mitt Romney, is given only about a one-in-four chance of

winning (more precisely, a 27 percent chance).

How unusual is that? Have there been other races in the modern (post-1972) primary era that were more wide open? Here's how
this method would have designated a favorite in past election cycles:

The current Republican race is, by some margin, the most wide-open in the modern era on the G.O.P. side, but there are a couple
of comparable examples if you look at the Democrats. The model would have had Scoop Jackson as the nominal favorite to win the
Democratic nomination in 1976 — but still would have given him only a 20 percent chance. Michael Dukakis in 1988 (26 percent
chance of winning) and John Kerry in 2004 (29 percent) were in the same range as Mr. Romney is now, though for different reasons —
their polling wasn't quite as strong as Mr. Romney's, but they were doing it with considerably lower name recognition.

That brings me to the second point. What makes the 2012 Republican race unusual is not that there isn't much of a frontrunner at
this point — that’s happened before — but rather that both the high-recognition and low-recognition names are underwhelming.



On the one hand, while Mr. Romney’s numbers and Mike Huckabee’s are considerably better than Sarah Palin’s or Newt
Gingrich’s, they both fail to crack 20 percent in the polling average despite very wide name recognition. Both are also polling lower now
than at the end of the 2008 campaign, in which Mr. Romney ultimately wound up with 22 percent of the Republican primary vote and
Mr. Huckabee 21 percent.

On the other hand, there’s no sign yet of a breakout candidate from the low-recognition group. Tim Pawlenty’s name recognition
has improved more than any other Republican candidate since the start of the year — it’s increased to 49 percent from 39 percent,
according to Gallup — but that hasn’t translated into any additional support in the horse race polling, where his numbers have been
stuck at about 4 percent all year. The same holds for Mitch Daniels — and with Mr. Daniels there’s the added complication that he
might not run at all.

This method is also not very enamored of Donald Trump, although that is partly because he was not included in many of the polls
at the start of the year, and the model scores those as zeroes.

That effect becomes clear if we use the same methodology but exclude the polls conducted before April 1:

That pushes Mr. Trump up considerably. Then again, though, there were reasons why pollsters did not include Mr. Trump in
surveys early in the year: it was not clear whether he would run, or take the campaign seriously if he did. And now, indeed, Mr. Trump’s
rise in the polls seems to be reversing. '

There’s another method of evaluating the race that is even more dismissive of Mr. Trump’s chances. In this version, I break a
candidate’s polling average into two factors:

How many polls include his or her name?
How does the candidate poll when included?

This model treats name recognition as a separate variable, rather than meshing it together with a candidate’s polling average. So it
fits a three-variable regression model.

It turns out that one of the more potent predictors of success in past primary races was simply how frequently a candidate’s name
was included in the early polls. Although there have been winning candidates in the modern era, like Bill Clinton, who waited until
quite late in the process to officially declare that they were running, there haven’t been any who were not laying the groundwork for a
run quite early on, to the point that they were routinely included in the polls. It's not so easy to make up for lost time if you've dawdled
rather than hire staff, cultivate elite support, brush up your media skills and so forth. Being included in a poll in the early going is an
indication that you are in fact doing those things.

Under this method, which treats inclusion in polls from the start of the year as something close to a prerequisite for winning the
nomination, candidates like Mr. Pawlenty and Mr. Daniels do considerably better, while Mr. Trump’s chances look considerably worse:

I call this the Aggressive Model because it can deviate quite a bit more from the horse race numbers — although it’s more in line
with how political scientists like Jonathan Bernstein and Brendan Nyhan, who place more emphasis on factors like elite support, think
about the race. '

Here, then, is the optimistic case for Tim Pawlenty — what the Aggressive Model would say if it spoke in English rather than
statistics.

1. Mr. Pawlenty is definitely running, and has been preparing to do so for a long time now — which is true of
surprisingly few candidates.
2. His lack of popular support certainly is problematic — and is only partially excused by his relative lack of name
recognition. But all of the candidates have their problems, so he looks pretty decent by comparison.

One of the reasons I was skeptical of Mr. Pawlenty early on is that there seemed to be a lot of potential candidates who might fill
the same niche, as a “safe” consensus choice acceptable to both moderates and conservatives. But John Thune isn't running; Mike
Pence isn’t running; Haley Barbour isn't running. There's no sign of Jeb Bush, Rick Perry, or Chris Christie. Mitch Daniels might run —
but he doesn’t have any more popular support than Mr. Pawlenty, and he is several months, at the very least, behind Mr. Pawlenty in
his preparations. Jon Hunstman might run, but he's got a variety of positions that are going to make him unpopular with conservatives
— whereas Mr. Pawlenty is positioned pretty close to the center of the Republican primary electorate.




However, while the Aggressive Model does have some theoretical appeal — and while it fits the historical data a tiny bit better than
the Classical Model — it presents some potential issues. It really goes all-in on the assumption that a candidate cannot win unless he or
she starts making preparations very early on, to the point of being considered viable enough by pollsters to be included in their surveys.

While it is true that no winning candidate in modern times has violated that paradigm, the data is not all that robust — just 15
nominally competitive primary races since 1972, of which only a handful have been as competitive as this one. That probably isn’t
enough to rule out the possibility that a late entrant could run away with things, and the Aggressive Model may be a bit overfit, meaning
that it describes the historical data well but could be sub-par at making predictions.

So I think these two models work best when viewed in tandem.

For that matter, just as we did with the Classical Model, we can also run a version of the Aggressive Model based solely on polling
data from April 1 onward:

Let's summarize these models and compare their results with the current betting lines at Intrade, a political futures market that
captures the bettors’ view of the candidates’ current chances.

We can see some differences between our polling-based models and Intrade on several candidates:

The models like Mr. Romney slightly more than the bettors do, although the difference is not large. Mr. Romney, in my view, has one
major asset that is not well reflected in national polls, which is that he is strongly positioned in several early primary states (New
Hampshire, Michigan, Nevada). He also has one major liability, the health care legislation enacted in Massachusetts while he was
governor.

All four of the polling models think Mike Huckabee is grossly undervalued by the bettors. I'll be writing more about Mr. Huckabee in
the next week or two, so we'll leave it at that observation for now.

The models also think that Newt Gingrich is undervalued. I've been a skeptic of Mr. Gingrich’s chances, and widely known candidates
who are getting only about 10 percent off the vote in polls have a very poor past record. At the same time, Mr. Gingrich is definitely
running — and he has at least some popular support and at least some elite support. Even if you don't like a company’s business model,
there’s some point at which its stock price becomes low enough for it to be a good buy; that’s more or less how I feel about Mr. Gingrich
right now.

The models think Mr. Daniels is somewhat overvalued by the bettors, and that Mr. Huntsman is grossly so. Mr. Huntsman is the one I
feel more confident saying that about. He's positioned pretty far to the left (relative to the Republican field) on a lot of issues, he’s
getting a late start on his campaign, and he served in President Obama’s administration — in a foreign policy capacity, no less, an area
where Mr. Obama should get high marks from voters. And Mr. Huntsman is averaging only about 1 percent in the polls so far. That’s an
awful lot to overcome, no matter how talented the politician.

Although one version of the model thinks Mr. Trump is undervalued, the others think he's overvalued. Considering that about half of
Republican voters have an unfavorable view of Mr. Trump, that he’s now moving backward in the polls, that his signature issue was just
taken off the table, that some of the policy positions he holds now bear no resemblance to the ones he held earlier in his career, and that
he isn’t certain to run, I'm not sure why the bettors at Intrade are giving him much of a chance at all. I don't like to rule things out
categorically — you'll get burned if you do that too much. But while Mr. Trump’s chances of winning the Republican nomination may
not be exactly zero, they're pretty close.

The models like Rick Santorum and Ron Paul more than the bettors do. Although Mr. Santorum and Mr. Paul don’t share very many
policy positions, they are parallel to one another in that both have strong appeal to one particular constituency within the Republican
base — the religious right for Mr. Santorum, libertarians for Mr. Paul. But they don't have much breadth of appeal, so their upside is
limited. Who knows: perhaps Mr. Santorum and (especially) Mr. Paul will have some impact on the race. But there aren’t really any
recent cases of candidates like these winning their party’s nomination, or even coming particularly close — and the polling models are
going to have trouble accounting for that sort of thing.

%
The value of an approach like this is not that these models are infallible. Instead, they’re a pretty rough cut, as revealed by the fact

that relatively small changes in methodology can produce large shifts in the chances attributed to candidates like Mr. Trump or Mr.
Pawlenty.

My contention, though, is that we'll both do a better job of handicapping and will have more productive conversations about the
primaries if we start with the assumption that the polls tell us something rather than nothing,.



(Stated far more technically, the polls are useful enough to serve as good Bayesian priors).

You want to argue that Jon Hunstman is a more likely Republican nominee than Mike Huckabee? That's fine. But know that, in the
past, candidates who have polling numbers like Mr. Huckabee's have had a pretty good shot at their nominations, while those with Mr.
Huntsman'’s profile have faced much longer odds — not just a little bit longer, but a lot longer. Maybe you can still win the argument,’
but it raises your burden of proof.

© 2014 The New York Times Company
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Albany Law Review
2003

Article

*89 THE DESIGNATED NONPUBLIC FORUM: REMEDYING THE FORBES MISTAKE

Tim Cramm 2!

Copyright (c) 2003 Albany Law Review; Tim Cramm

Scholars say that 90% of the ideas that have shaped our democracy have come from third parties. These include a women's [sic]
right to vote, abolition of slavery, and the minimum wage, all issues that had been ignored-- vehemently opposed, actually--by
the two main parties. If we close out the debates to third party ideas, we are sounding the death knell for democracy.

-John Hagelin !

I. Introduction

In early 1998, former professional wrestler, movie star, and Navy SEAL Jesse “the Body” Ventura began to indicate that
he intended to run in the Minnesota gubernatorial race. Ventura chose to run as a third party candidate: he had worked as a
campaign manager for other Reform Party candidates in the past, and the Party felt he fit with the image of their founder, Texas

maverick Ross Perot. 2 <PCITE, 67 Alb. L. Rev. 90>>While Ventura's name recognition and offbeat antics initially endeared
him to many voters, by late September his support in the polls had dropped to only 10%: by contrast, Hubert Humphrey III,

the frontrunner, was generating 49% support. 3

A series of debates were scheduled to begin in early October. Despite Ventura's low support at the time, he was invited to
participate, in large part because his staff chairman was also co-director of the “Minnesota Compact,” a program geared toward

improving the 1998 campaign (including the candidate debates).4 As the debates went on, viewers warmed to Ventura's

nonpartisan message railing against “politics as usual.” 3 By October 20--less than three weeks after the first debate--Ventura's
support had risen from 10% to 21%; meanwhile, Humphrey and his Republican foe, Norm Coleman, had fallen into a virtual
dead heat.® One commentator noted that Humphrey's slide and Ventura's gain were both in large part due to their debate

performances. 7

The debates continued. After the final debate, held in a public television station in October, Ventura's support had risen again,
to 27%. 8 By the election, Ventura captured the state governorship with 37% of the vote, while Humphrey finished last with
only 28%. % The Humphrey camp openly acknowledged that their biggest mistake in the campaign was insisting that Ventura
be included in the debates. '© In the end, Ventura's camp admitted that, had he not <PCITE, 67 Alb. L. Rev. 91>>hit “a home

run” in the first debate, his poll numbers likely never would have risen and he would not have been elected. n

Jesse Ventura's story may be the exception to the rule, but it makes an important point: had the stagers of the debate chosen to
invite only the major party candidates, Ventura almost certainly would not have been elected. There is no stronger illustration
of the importance of debates in today's political world--particularly for third party candidates lacking the strong financial and

WestlawNext” © 2014 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 1
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The Results

Paul LePage continues to hold a strong lead, but a significant 21
percent of voters are undecided and waiting ‘to be grabbed,” a

poll finds.

BY MATT WICKENHEISER

A new independent poll on the Maine governor’s race shows little movement from
previous surveys, with Republican Paul LePage maintaining a sizable lead over his
closest competitor, Democrat Elizabeth “Libby” Mitchell.

The Maine Poll has 38 percent of respondentssaying they will vote for LePage,
followed by 25 percent for Mitchell. Unenrolled candidates Eliot Cutler, Shawn
Moody and Kevin Scott follow with 11 percent; 4 percent and 1 percent, respectively.

ADDITIONAL PHOTOS There is at least one notable difference ftom past

| S

| 7 77T 7 polls: 21 percerit of those surveyed said they didn’t
5 ' know who they’d vote for,

“That suggests a good number of people who are ouit

there to be grabbed,” said Michael Franz, a professor
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of government at Bowdoin College.

The poll also details voters’ biggest concerns and
why they’re supporting certain candidates, giving
some insight into the electorate’s overall mindset.

The survey of 603 registered Maine voters was taken
Monday, and asked who they would vote forif the
élection “were to be held tomorrow.” The poll had a
margin of error of 4 percentage points at the 95
percent confidence level. That means that if the poll
were repeated 100 times, in 95 cases the results
would be within 4 percentage points of those
reported.

Critical Insights conducted the poll for MaineToday
Media, which publishes The Portland Press
Herald/Maine Sunday Telegram, Kennebec Journal
and Morning Sentinel daily and Sunday newspapers,
the weekly Coastal Journal in Bath and their
respective websites. The media company plans to
sponsor an additional three polls of the electorate.

Critical Insights pollster Mary Ellen Fitzgerald said
the fact that 21 percent of voters said they were
undecided was the most striking aspect of the poll,
calling it a “stinging indictment of the traditional
parties.”

There’s a high level of voter discontent right now,
with people very unhappy about the lack of jobs and
the overall state of the economy, she said.

According to the poll, 30 percent of those surveyed
listed the lack of jobs/unemployment as their top
concern, followed by the “bad economy™ at 24
percent and taxes at 12 percent.

2/6
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Voters have had an opportunity to hear from
gubernatorial candidates who would be in a position
to effect change, she said, and one in five have not
yet made a decision.

“[ think it sort of augurs better for the independents,
even though the independents didn’t fare well in this
poll,” Fitzgerald said. I expect this will change
drastically over the next few weeks.”

University of Maine political scientist Mark Brewer

said 21 percent undecided is a “relatively big number
six and a half weeks out.”

“There’s a lot of room forthings to move here still,”
said Brewer. “I think that 21 percent really speaks to
that.”

And there may be even more voters out there looking
around, he said. According to the poll, 69 percent of
LePage’s supporters are “definitely” voting for
LePage, compared with 29 percent saying they
“probably” will.

The pollsters found that 54 percent of Mitchell’s
supporters were definites, and 44 percent were

Kevin Scott, indepéndant

- probably supporting her.
RELATED HEADLINES

» The Maine Poll 2010: Taking the And 25 percent of Cutler’s supporters were definite,
pulse of Maine's voters compared with 74 percent who would probably vote
for him.

While LePage’s'supporters are “rock solid,” Brewer said, support for Mitchell and
Cutler is “not verysolid.” Those voters are mobile, he said.

“Mitchell’s support is not as enthusiastic as Paul LePage’s support,” agreed Franz.
“The good news for her is Eliot Cutler’s support seems softer.”

hitp:/www.pressherald.com:2010/09719/the-results_2010-09-19/ 36
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Those numbers speak to the “enthusiasm gap” that’s been noted nationwide, he said,
with high energy in the GOP, and less enthusiasm in Democratic circles.

LePage, Mitchell and Cutler may find information they can use in the poll results,
said Franz.

The poll was taken Monday, the same day that LePage tussled with media over tax
questions and his wife’s Maine résidency status. So the poll déesn’t nécessarily
reflect that latest kerfuffle. But, Franz noted, the race has been hot through the
summer, and LePage has been hit hard by other candidates and the Democratic Party,

as well.

NEws | TheResults : posTe:

“He’s not moving up, he’s not moving down, but that base of support is pretty stable,”
said Franz. “It may be all he needs to win the election.”

Mitchell could target Cutler’s voters, said Franz, making the case that voting for the
unenrolled candidate would help LePage.

The pollsshould tell Cutler that the “independent” message isn’t hitting home with
voters.

“You really have less and less time with each passing day to make a dent in people’s
mind,” said Franz. “And it just doesn’t seem to be working.”

The relative space between candidates didn’t shift much in this poll, compared with
one released Sept. 8 by Public Policy Polling. The earlier poll had Lepage 14 points
ahead of Mitchell, and Mitchell 18 points ahead of Cutler.

The Maine Poll saw- LePage with a 13 point lead over Mitchell. Mitchell was 14 points
ahead of Cutler.

The earlier poll had an undecided pool of 12 percent. LePage led the field with 43
percent, followed by Mitchell at 29 percent, Cutler at 11 percent, Moody at 5 percent
and Scott at I percent.

Staff Writer Matt Wickenheiser can be contacted at 791-6316 or at:
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Former Ala. Gov. George C. Wallace Dies

By Richard Pearson
Washington Post Staff Writer
Monday, September 14, 1998; Page Al

George C. Wallace, 79, the four-time
governor of Alabama and four-time
candidate for president of the United
States who became known as the
embodiment of resistance to the civil
rights movement of the 1960s, died last

Parkinson's disease in recent years.

George Wallace campaigning
in the '60s. (File Photo-The Post)

Cut down by a would-be assassin's bullet
in Laurel in 1972 while campaigning in
Maryland's Democratic presidential primary, he spent the rest of his
life in a wheelchair, paralyzed from the waist down. He was in and
out of hospitals for treatment of his paralysis and the constant pain
caused by the bullet that had injured his spinal cord.

Wallace entered Jackson Hospital on Thursday, suffering from
breathing problems and septic shock caused by a severe bacterial
infection. He also had been hospitalized this summer with similar
problems. Wallace's son, George Wallace Jr., and one of his
daughters, Peggy Wallace Kennedy, were at his side when he died.

Wallace was elected governor: the first time in 1962, with what was
the largest popular vote in state history and with the declaration: "I
draw the line in the dust and toss the gauntlet before the feet of
tyranny, and I say, segregation now, segregation tomorrow,
segregation forever."

For the next 15 years he made a political career, usually on the
national stage, as a man who opposed the advancement of rights for

" blacks, as well as the powers of the federal government. After

notable clashes with Washington over school integration in Alabama,
he took his campaign to the nation.

In 1964, Wallace was a candidate in several
Democratic primaries, scoring what were then
surprisingly large vote totals in such states as
Maryland and Wisconsin. In 1968, he ran for
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president on his own American Independent
Party ticket, winning nearly 10 million votes,
about 13 percent of the total, in a campaign in
which he vilified blacks, students and people
who called for an end to the war in Vietnam.
He carried five Southern states and won 46
electoral votes.

In 1972, he returned to the Democratic Party
fold and was a formidable candidate in that year's presidential
primaries. As the most forceful national opponent of "forced busing"
for school integration, he galvanized supporters who had never
supported him before. But his campaign effectively ended in Laurel,
when he was struck down by bullets from a gun fired by Arthur
Bremer.

Nevertheless, he won primaries in North Carolina, Michigan,
Maryland, Florida, Tennessee and Florida. He no longer could be
dismissed as a mere regional candidate.

Wallace returned to the presidential trail, for the last time, in 1976. A
near-wraith, his roar of defiance was diminished by both physical
limitations and time. National racial tension was, arguably, lessening
and Vietnam was no longer a burning issue. His battle cry to the
voters of "send them a message!” fell on increasingly unreceptive

ears.

Wallace ended up endorsing former Georgia
governor Jimmy Carter, who went on to defeat
Republican Gerald R. Ford for the presidency in
1976.

If Wallace's presidential campaigns all ended in
defeat, few really thought he had any serious
chance. On the other hand, he strode the Alabama political stage like
a colossus for over a quarter-of-a-century.

Collection of Ken Rudin

Forbidden to run by law for re-election as governor in 1966, he saw
his first wife, Lurleen, elected governor in his stead. She died in
office, of cancer, two years later. In 1970, he defeated her successor
and won a second four-year term as governor. In 1974, with state law
changed, he was elected governor a third time. He stepped down in
1979.

In 1982, he ran for governor a fourth time. In a watershed moment,
he admitted that he had been wrong about "race" all along. He was
elected by a coalition represented by blacks, organized labor and
forces seeking to advance public education. In that race, he carried
all 10 of the state's counties with a majority black population, nine of
them by a better than two-to-one margin. He retired four years later,
an increasingly remote and physically tormented man.
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"We thought [segregation] was in the best interests of all concerned.
We were mistaken," he told a black group in 1982. "The Old South is
gone," but "the New South is still opposed to government regulation
of our lives."

Wallace came to national prominence in 1963 when he kept a
campaign pledge to stand "in the schoolhouse door" to block
integration of Alabama public schools. On June 11, 1963, he
personally barred the path of two black students attempting to
register at the University of Alabama. The governor was flanked by
armed state troopers. He defied federal Justice Department orders to
admit the students, James A. Hood and Vivian J. Malone.

President Kennedy federalized the Alabama National Guard and
ordered some of its units to the university campus. Wallace stood
aside and the black students were allowed to register for classes.

In September 1963, Wallace ordered state police to Huntsville,
Mobile, Tuskegee and Birmingham to prevent public schools from
opening, following a federal court order to integrate Alabama
schools. Helmeted and heavily armed state police and state National

" Guard units kept students and faculty from entering schools.
Following civil disturbances resulting in at least one death, President
Kennedy again nationalized the Guard and saw the schools
integrated.

On March 7, 1965, state troopers with dogs, whips and tear gas
tangled blacks during a voter registration campaign who were
marching from Selma to Montgomery. The violence, which an entire
nation witnessed on television, helped mobilize enough support to
enable President Johnson to win passage of the landmark 1965
Voting Rights Act.

In 1964, Wallace campaigned as a Democratic candidate for
president and attempted to explain himself outside the south. He said
he opposed the growing powers of the federal government, especially
the courts and the bureaucracy, which he held up to ridicule. He
pointed out that federal judges and bureaucrats had been elected by
no one and were increasingly usurping powers of the individuals and
states. He portrayed them as underworked self-important "pointy-
headed" intellectuals who had their heads in the clouds and their
lunches in their trademark attache cases.

By 1968, Wallace was a true national figure who had become the
leading spokesman of forces opposed to civil rights. As a third party
candidate, he opposed Republican Richard M. Nixon and Democrat
Hubert H. Humphrey in the general election, maintaining that there
was not a "dime's worth of difference" between the two.

George Corley Wallace was born Aug. 25, 1919 in Clio, Ala. He
grew up working on the family farm.
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In 1958, after serving in World War II,
as assistant state attorney general in
Alabama and two terms in the state
legislature, Wallace ran his first race for
governor and was defeated by John
Patterson in the Democratic primary by
a vote of 314,000 to 250,000. He later
attributed this to being "out-segged" by
his opponent. He vowed that in any
future contest, that he would be the
loudest and most impassioned voice
calling for racial segregation.

AR I
o George Wallace in 1995. (AP File
He won the governorship in 1962. Photo)

According to a Saturday Evening Post story, he "campaigned like a
one-man army at war with the Federal government." If he did not
abandon his populist calls for helping the poor through education and
health care, those calls became a distant second to his harping on the
racial issue.

The sad fact is that from first to last, despite the sound and the fury
of Wallace's campaigning, little changed for the good in Alabama
with his help. Throughout all his years in office, Alabama rated near
the bottom of the states in per capita income, welfare, and spending
on schools and pupils.
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John Anderson: The Nice Guy
Syndrome

HE'S WASHINGTON'S FAVORITE REPUBLICAN—BRIGHT, INDEPENDENT, ARTICULATE, THOUGHTFUL. THEN

WHY DOES NOBODY GIVE HIS CANDIDACY A CHANCE?
By Walter Shapiro

One evening in early November, in the middle of a three-day campaign trip through New Hampshire
and Maine with John Anderson, the ten-term congressman from Rockford, Illinois who somehow
believes that he can become the first liberal Republican presidential nominee since Wendell Willkie, a
reporter overheard a perplexing snatch of conversation between Anderson and his wife, Keke.

The Andersons sat in the front of a rented car, talking softly to other, seemingly oblivious to two
reporters in the back seat. They had just left a restaurant reception where a paper salesman had asked
Anderson why he was making this race for President. Anderson's answer had been perfectly acceptable:
"I think the process of running for President is debilitating and demeaning, but the job would be
exciting—charting a course for the nation." The conversation now seemed to trouble Anderson.

In the car, he said to his wife, "I keep hearing the question the guy in the restaurant asked 'Why are
you running for President? It's such a terrible job.' I wish I had a better answer."

Keke Anderson replied, "It's easy, John. You know why you decided you should run. Someone must
address our pressing national problems."

"That's no answer," he said. "Jimmy Carter said that last time and look what he's done to reduce
confidence in government. Why should they believe me this time?"

"John, stop selling yourself short," she said. "People know who you are and what you've done. Maybe
not here in New Hampshire. But there are pockets of support.”

Anderson said, almost to himself, "It's a tough question to answer. I just don't know."

There is an artiﬁcilal quality to this conversation, almost as if it were a little domestic set piece designed
to impress visiting reporters. Anderson's words were in perfect harmony with most of his previous
actions, and yet, a gnawing feeling persists that no one can be as consistently high-minded and earnest
as John Anderson appears to be.

These days, Anderson is Washington's favorite Republican. He has all the qualities that those who lie
awake nights worrying over the fate of the republic want in a President. He is bright, articulate,
independent, and thoughtful. Over the last decade or so, he has won a series of editorial plaudits for his
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courageous 1968 vote in support of open housing, his early criticisms of Richard Nixon over Watergate,
his battles on behalf of campaign spending reform, and his current proposal, the centerpiece of his
presidential campaign, for a 50-cents-a-gallon gasoline tax to discourage consumption. Anderson
appeals to that elitist strain among Washington thinkers which asks the great unwashed of the
electorate to send forth statesmen, not grasping, ambitious politicians.

Because of these qualities—or in spite of them—Anderson is as close as the politics of 1980 comes to a
sure thing: he will lose his race for the Republican nomination—and he will probably lose badly.

Anderson's appeal is similar to that of his close friend and Democratic House colleague Morris Udall,
who narrowly lost so many primaries to Jimmy Carter in 1976 that he became known as "second-place
Mo." With little money, and virtually no base in the increasingly conservative Republican party,
Anderson may very well come to bear the sobriquet "sixth-place John."

His hapless campaign is evidence to support those who have lamented over the way we choose our
Presidents. It is difficult to find a parallel to Anderson—an active candidate for President who has the
experience and the ability to serve well, who has the stage presence and the long record of public
service to be elected, and yet has little chance of surviving even the early primaries.

Anderson makes little effort to hide his frustration. He displays the manner of a candidate who is
banking on a strong personal sense of irony to see him through a difficult few months. In early
November, he visited an electronics plant in Manchester, New Hampshire, where the plant manager
had on his office wall more than thirty autographed pictures of presidential candidates who had toured
the factory in recent years. Anderson dutifully went through the motions of shaking hands with bored
workers, who viewed the candidate with all the curiosity that natives of New Guinea extend to the
103rd anthropologist to study them. In the midst of this, Anderson whispered, "Isn't this a ridiculous

- way to pick the man who will lead the country?"

The following morning, a Friday, he was in Portland, Maine, seated in the audience for a Republican
dinner, at which Henry Kissinger was the featured speaker. The crowd was a reminder of the geriatric
appeal of the Republican party—half of them seemed old enough to have voted for Alf Landon in 1936.
Anderson looked up from his dinner of baked chicken and said, "This is a hellhole. I would sneak out,
but I'm afraid they are going to introduce me and someone would notice I was gone."

The Maine dinner was a prelude to another of those Saturday Republican "cattle shows" where all the
GOP contenders—except Ronald Reagan, who boycotted them until he formally declared his candidacy
—make brief speeches to the assembled throng, who then cast ballots for their favorites in a straw poll.
This one was supposedly wired for Senator Howard Baker, who had the support of the newly elected
Maine Republican senator, William Cohen. When he was in the House, Cohen was something of a
protege of Anderson's, and this breach of loyalty—one of many Anderson has suffered in Congress—
rankles.

On Saturday, driving through pouring rain to give his speech to the Republican convocation, Anderson
affected a jaunty manner. "I'm approaching this great event with great aplomb," he said. "I know I'm
going to lose. And, in the immortal words of Rhett Butler, "Frankly, I don't give damn."

Fifteen minutes later, Anderson was standing on the podium before 1000 Maine Republicans. His
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physical appearance was distinctive—a thin but erect fifty-seven-year-old body shadowed by heavy
glasses and a crop of totally white hair. David Emery, thirty-one-year-old local Republican
congressman and one of Anderson's two active supporters in the House, was supposed to introduce
him, but he was nowhere to be found.

Before a large crowd, Anderson can be a fiery speaker, with perfect timing and a voice that rises and
falls for emphasis, even though in ordinary conversation he sounds more like Jason Robards than
William Jennings Bryan. This time, Anderson pulled out all the rhetorical stops, but it did not quiet the
steady undertone of conversation. He carried on gamely even when his voice grew raspy and hoarse
midway through the twenty-minute speech.

His words are worth noting since they provided a strong counterpoint to the conservative shibboleths
of contemporary Republican politics. A few excerpts help capture both his rhetorical style and the
liberal alternative he is trying to offer GOP voters.

On leadership: "It will take more than hortatory expressions about leadership to restore our flagging
national fortunes. The next President will not be able, like the legendary King Canute, to stretch out his
hands and command economic tides to stand still."

On defense: "About 400 of our warheads could destroy 70 percent of Soviet industry and, in the
process, kill 75 million Soviet citizens ... Let us strengthen our commitment to a strong NATO, but let
us not be totally overcome with a new missile madness that yields to the mindless renewal of
unrestricted competition in building ever new strategic systems."

On energy: "Today, under the present administration, we seem to be véry quietly and very
submissively paying tribute to the extortionist demands of the OPEC oil ministers. I have suggested
that rather than permitting them the privilege ... we should be willing to tax the consumption of
gasoline in this country." (This is a reference to what Anderson calls his "50/50 plan"—a 50-cent gas
tax to pay for a 50 percent reduction in Social Security taxes. With scant credit to Anderson, the Carter
Administration is now seriously considering this proposal.)

There are other issues in Anderson's campaign—some of which he obviously did not want to impress
upon a conservative audience. His is a lonely voice among Republican presidential candidates in
support of the SALT II treaty and in opposition to the MX missile. He endorses President Carter's call
for a windfall profits tax on the oil industry. He has also consciously aligned himself with the feminist
movement. He talks about "marching through the streets of Manchester for abortion rights," but
worries that the feminists will do little more than "applaud and tell me how courageous I am. I expect
more than that. They've got to get busy and do something for me. I hope I'm not disappointed.”

Despite these liberal positions, Anderson is not in the wrong political party. In 1978, he voted with
organized labor less than 40 percent of the time. He believes in the deregulation of natural gas and
crude oil prices. He follows most of the standard Republican line on the economy, believing in the
therapeutic value of a balanced budget, voting for the Kemp-Roth tax cut bill, and calling for new
business tax incentives to encourage capital formation.

Less than an hour after his Maine speech, Anderson was back in his Holiday Inn room, watching the
rain cascade down over a grimy section of Portland. He was upset, both with losing his voice for only
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the second time in his political career and with the inattention of his audience.

Gesturing angrily, he asked a series of rhetorical questions: "How do you get them to listen? Is this
what our politics has come to? Is it wrong to think that they might remember something you said?
That's the whole purpose of my campaign."

Later that afternoon, the results of the straw ballot were announced. The big news, which was a lead
article in the following day's New York Times, was that George Bush had upset the Baker bandwagon.
Buried in the story was the fact that John Anderson received exactly six votes—less than 0.5 percent of
those cast.

Anderson's frustrations on the campaign trail are mirrored by his recent career in the House of
Representatives as a pariah in his own party. Several of his colleagues describe him as "burnt out" after
eighteen years in the minority. Anderson himself admits "I think I had contributed everything I could
in the House. There really wasn't much left I could do given the growing conservative complexion of
Republicans in the House." Morris Udall, who has worked closely with Anderson on campaign reform
and environmental issues, put it this way: "I can't see John with his idealism, sticking around here and
growing old, year after year, a minority within a minority."

For years conservatives have complained that the candidates they elect grow more and more liberal as
they are exposed to the sinister influences of Washington. Anderson's career in the House supports this
theory.

The son of an immigrant Swedish grocer, Anderson was an orthodox Republican when he was elected
to the House in 1960, from a safe Republican district in northwestern Illinois. He was a thirty-eight-
year-old lawyer with an LL.M. degree from Harvard who had been in the Foreign Service in Berlin in
the early 1950s and who was at the time of his election, a local district attorney. '

Throughout the 1960s, he prospered in the House, winniﬂg tangible rewards for his fidelity to
Republican principles. In 1964, he was given a coveted seat on the Rules Committee. In 1969, his
colleagues elected him chairman of the Republican Conference, the number-three leadership job in the
House.

The event that triggered Anderson's current state of apostasy was his decision to switch his vote on the
Rules Commiittee and prevent the gutting of the 1968 civil rights bill outlawing housing discrimination.
The vote came in the time of turmoil that followed the assassination of Martin Luther King and the
ensuing rioting.

Anderson recalls his "anguish" as he was torn between a belief "in the sacrosanct right of private
property” and his late-blooming concern over "the invidious discrimination that was occurring in the
sale and leasing of housing." There was, however, nothing halfhearted in the way he decided to cast
with the civil rights movement. "I legislate today not out of fear, but out of deep concern for the
America I love," he said in a speech on the House floor, which is credited with changing some
Republican votes.

Anderson's horror over the Nixon Administration's bombing of Cambodia was the catalyst for a similar
change in his foreign policy views. "I still recall it very vividly," he said. "I remember as a member of
the leadership being told about it. That was a kind of watershed in my thinking, too. I look back on the
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whole Vietnam era with no particular satisfaction. I wish I had been prescient.”

These events, and many other dramatic episodes, widened the cleavage between Anderson and his
Republican colleagues. One veteran midwestern conservative, with a good deal of personal affection for
Anderson, explained the bitterness of the younger conservatives. "If John has one weakness, he said,
"it's that he tends tends to have a thin skin. When some of the conservatives have criticized him, he
shot back in kind. He's had some verbal clashes with them. As a result he's developed a chip-on-the-
shoulder attitude toward conservatives."

Since 1973, Anderson has had to beat back three right-wing challenges to his House leadership
position. He had a serious re-election fight until 1978, when he was challenged in the Republican
primary by a fundamentalist minister, Donald Lyon, who described Anderson as a turncoat
conservative who now "comes back talking like some god of the East.” It was, in Anderson's words, a
"blood campaign," revolving around such such emotional issues as abortion and prayer in the the
schools. The Republican establishment—Gerald Ford and Henry Kissinger among them—rallied to
Anderson's defense and campaigned for him. Anderson won, but Lyon received 42 cent of the primary
vote. The recognition that he no longer had a safe seat was a major factor in his decision to retire from
the House and pass up a 1980 Senate race to make this bid for the Republican nomination.

Anderson's problem is that whether he is on the House floor or on the campaign trail, most of the kind
words for his presidential ambitions come from Democrats. Udall, who calls Anderson "an exceptional
person,” said that he "encouraged him to get into the presidential race.” In fact, Udall almost wrote a
fund-raising letter for Anderson to New England environmentalists, but finally decided it was too
much of an affront to traditional party politics. Paul Findley, an Illinois Republican who wears an
Anderson button on the House floor, said, "it engenders a lot of favorable comments—especially from
Democrats."

Keke, that's why John is running for President, she's a kook," was the assessment of one House
Republican. There is a glimmer of truth here. Keke Anderson, the daughter of Greek immigrants, grew
up in Boston. She married John twenty-seven years ago, when he was in the Foreign Service and she
was working for the passport office in the State Department. They have five children who, as she puts
it, "range in age from the sandbox to Sartre." She is not only her husband's most devoted supporter but
also the kind of feisty, independent political wife who gives campaign managers apoplexy.

At a dinner stop in Hillsborough, New Hampshire, a local reporter asked her, "Mrs. Anderson, what
would you focus on if you were First Lady?" It is the inevitable question for a candidate's wife, and the
answers are invariably innocuous—help retarded children, the arts, and so forth. Keke Anderson
began, "I would work to turn our nation's psychology away from building more and more bombs. As a
mother of five ... " and she went on from there, sounding more like an organizer for the Women's Strike
for Peace than the loyal wife of a Republican presidential candidate.

Anderson chimes in, his voice thick with irony, "Careful, Keke, you're sounding like a peacenik. You
know America has to arm to the teeth."

The reporter, who had recently interviewed a more traditional political wife, said, "Mrs. Bush doesn't
contradict her husband."

http://iwww theatlantic.com/magazine/print/1980/02/john-anderson-the-nice-guy-syndrome/306028/
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"No dull marriage this," responded Mrs. Anderson.

Anderson took a puff on his Tiparillo and said, "It's about time the Republicans had a peace candidate.
They had Gene McCarthy. I'm so sick of the people in my party who think in military terms."

The conversation then shifted to political wives in general, and someone volunteered that most of them
are spontaneous as Barbie dolls. Anderson took another puff and said, "Well, I'm no Ken."

Despite his sense of humor, there is a stiff, almost priggish, side to Anderson's personality. He
acknowledges it, even half apologizes for it. Listen to him explain why he is running. "As self-serving as
it sounds, I guess a little bit pretentious, maybe pompous, you feel that you have learned something
after twenty years' participation in national affairs."

Some of this self-righteousness may be attributable to his very strict religious upbringing. Anderson,
who has a picture of Jesus Christ on the wall his congressional office, belongs to the Evangelical Free
Church, a small Protestant denomination started by Scandinavian immigrants in the 1880's, which he
describes as "very conservative theology, fundamentalist and all the rest." His religious beliefs are "very
important,” he said. "Your beliefs in later life have got to be influenced and shaped by the experiences
you had as a child."

Anderson, however, bristles at any comparison between his religious orientation and that of Jimmy
Carter. I would not [have tried] to convert Park Chung Hee, a Buddhist, to Christianity while riding in a
taxicab with him," he said. "I never went on any preaching missions for my church.”

In religion, as in politics, Anderson is a loner. He seems to delight in urging fundamentalists to take a
more liberal stance on social issues. In 1970, he examined the roots of social conservatism among
fundamentalists in a scholarly essay which was his contribution to a collection he edited, Congress and
Conscience. In an address to the US Association of Evangelicals 1976, Anderson said, "As evangelicals
you are concerned about abortion, amnesty and drug abuse as things that are really tearing down the
moral fiber of our society, as they are. But too often you forget you must also be interested in other
issues that have moral implications—like the more equal treatment of people in our society, and the
problems of unemployment, poverty, and hunger.”

Anderson acknowledges he has won few converts among Protestant fundamentalists. As he told one of
his local coordinators in New Hampshire, "I do very well with Unitarians, much better than with my
own fundamentalist church.”

Anderson's campaign strategy has a thread of inner logic. It focuses on four early primaries New
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Illinois, and Wisconsin. Anderson'’s professed goal is to finish in the top
three in both New England primaries, then go on to make a strong second-place showing against
Reagan in Illinois and do well in Wisconsin. His campaign manager, Dan Swillinger, a veteran of the
liberal Republican Ripon Society, talks bravely about going into the convention with a bloc of 400 or
500 delegates.

Traditionally, about 20 percent of the 110,000 Republicans who vote in the New Hampshire primary
support liberal candidates. If Anderson could capture half of them-~a paltry 11,000 votes—the press,
for whom he is a sentimental favorite, could give him enough free publicity to carry him on to the later
primaries,

http://iwww theatlantic.com/magazine/print/1980/02/john-anderson-the-nice-guy-syndrome/306028/
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His problem is that Baker and Bush, particularly Bush, have corralled most of the moderate wing of the
Republican party. There are strong differences between Anderson and Bush/Baker on such issues as
SALT, defense spending, and energy, but Anderson has not been successful at exploiting them. Instead,
he has grown waspish in his assessment of those Republicans who offer his candidacy kind words but
no visible support, among them moderate Republican governors: "I think their nerve has failed. I
frankly have become contemptuous of the so-called moderates."”

He is also short of campaign cash. As of the end of November, he had raised only $400,000, about half
of which came from Illinois. It is fitting that Anderson, one of the architects of the law providing
federal funding of presidential campaigns, is banking on qualifying for matching money by January. If
he succeeds, it could mean an additional $400,000 to pay for a respectable media campaign in New
Hampshire and Massachusetts. '

Anderson, however, is hedging some bets. He refuses to go into debt to pay for his foray into
presidential politics.

As he explains, "I have borrowed money to stay in Congress. I am not going to add to those debts. I put
a very high priority on the education of my children. I have two in college and two more to go. I've
never been rich, I don't expect to be rich, I don't want to be rich, but I certainly don't want to end up in
the poorhouse either."

As the New Hampshire primary nears, John Anderson continues his lonely campaign, preaching to
small audiences about the need for a stiff gasoline tax and an end to "missile madness." These are
serious issues, more substantive than those raised thus far by other ¢andidates, but they lack the
emotional intensity to sustain a noble lost cause. Playing political Don Quixote is for single-issue
zealots, not for responsible moderates such as Anderson, even when they are bursting with intelligent
ideas.

Ultimately, what is most enigmatic about Anderson is why he is putting himself through this ordeal.
There are some reasons—his isolation within Congress, the urgings of his wife, the gamble that he can
transmit to the the voters those qualities that Washington finds so admirable—but taken together they
do not add up to a convincing rationale. Perhaps the best explanation is also the simplest. John
Anderson is running for President, and is willing risk looking foolish in the process cause he is
convinced, with some justice that he can do a better job than anyone else in the race.

This article available online at;

http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1980/02/john-anderson-the-nice-guy-
syndrome/306028/

Copyright © 2014 by The Atlantic Monthly Group. All Rights Reserved.
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by State
IState EV|EV[EV|Total Vote|N|H|W|Margin|%Mbargin|Nixon [Humplirey|Wallace|Other [Nison Humphrey/Wallace |Other
[Alabama 0] O] 10} 1,049,917|3]2}1 494,546 47.13%| 13.99% 18.72%)| 65.86%} 1.43%| 146,923 196,579} 691,425 14,990
Alaska 31 0 0 83,035[1[2}3]| 2,189] 2.64%| 45.28%| 42.65%| 12.07%} 0.00%| 37,600 35411] 10,024 0}
Arizona S| Of O] 486,936]1|2]|3] 96,2071 19.76%] 54.78% 35.02%| 9.56%] 0.64%]| 266,721 170,514 46,573] 3,128
Arkansas 0] 0f 6] 609,59012|3]|1] 46,565 7.64%} 31.01% 30.33%]| 38.65%]| 0.00%| 189,062 184,901] 235,627 0]
{California 401 O] 0] 7,251,587|1|2]3 |223,346 3.08%} 47.82%) 44.74%| 6.72%| 0.72%| 3,467,664] 3,244,318] -487,270| 52,335
IColorado 6] O] 0] 811,199|1)2]3| 74,171 9.14%] 50.46% 41.32%| 7.50%|0.72%| 409,345 335,174] 60,813] 5,867
J|Connecticur 0] 8§ 0O 1,256,232{2}1|3| 64,840 5.16%]| 44.32%) 49.48%| 6.10%] 0.10%| 556,721 621,561] 76,650 1,300]
[Delaware 3] 0f 0 214367|1(2|3]| 7,520 3.51%] 45.12% 41.61%| 13.28%] 0.00%; 96,714 89,194] 28,459 0]
D. C. 0] 3t 0 170_.57842 1 0'308,554-1 63.64%]| 18.18%) 81.82%| 0.00%] 0.00%, 31,012 139,566 0 OI
Florida 14] 0] 0f 2,187,805[112{3[210,010{ 9.60%] 40.53%] 30.93%| 28.53%] 0.00%| 886,804] 676,794] 624,207 0
]Georgia 0| O] 12] 1,250,266{2]3]1]155,439] 12.43%] 30.40%, 26.75%] 42.83%] 0.01%| 380,111 334,440] 535,550 165
Hawaii 0] 4] O] 236,2181211|3] 49,899] 21.12%]| 38.70% 59.83%| 1.47%] 0.00% 91,425 141,324 3,469 0]
Idaho 4 0] 0 291,183[112]3} 76,096] 26.13%} 56.79% 30.66%} 12.55%] 0.00%]{ 165,369 89,273] 36,541 o]
Mlinois 26 O] O] 4,619,74911]2] 3 1134,960 2.92%4 47.08% 44.15%| 8.46%| 0.31%]| 2,174,774{ 2,039,814] 390,958] 14,203
findiana 131 0] Of 2,123,597]1}2{3]261,226] 12.30%} 50.29% 37.99%]| 11.45%]| 0.28%| 1,067,885] 806,659 243,108 5,945
IIowa 9] 0] 0] 1,167,931]1112]3]142,407] 12.19%] 53.01% 40.82%| 5.69%| 0.49%| 619,106] 476,699 66,422 5,704
IKansas 7 0f O] 872,783|1]2]3(175,678] 20.13%] 54.84% 34.72%| 10.19%] 0.25%| 478,674] 302,996] 88,921] 2,192
[Kentucky 9 0f 0f 1,055,89311|2|3| 64,870] 6.14%| 43.79%| 37.65%| 18.29%] 0.27%| 462,411 397,541] 193,098 2,843
ILouisiana 0| Of 10] 1,097,450]131{2}11220,685] 20.11%]| 23.47% 28.21%] 48.32%] 0.00%| 257,535] 309,615 530,300 0
[Maine o 4] of 392,936]2{1]3] 48.058] 12.23%] 43.07% 55.30%| 1.62%) 0.00%| 169,254] 217,312 6,370 0]
Maryland 0] 10| 0f 1,235,039]2|1}3] 20,315 1.64%] 41.94%) 43.59%) 14.47%} 0.00%] S517,995] 538,310] 178,734 0
[Massachusetts 0] 14| 0f 2,331,752|2|1]3]702,374] 30.12%]| 32.89%) 63.01%] 3.73%}0.37%] 766,844 1,469,218 87,088} 8,602
[Michigan of 21} of 3,306250]2[1]3]222.417]  6.73%| 41.46%)]  48.18%] 10.04%} 0.32%] 1,370,665] 1,593,082 331,968] 10,535
[Minnesola 0] 10| O] 1,588,510]2]1]3]199,095{ 12.53%]41.46% 54.00%)| 4.34%} 0.20%] 658,643 857,738| 68,931} 3,198]
lMississippi 0] O] 71 654,509|31{2]1264,705] 40.44%]| 13.52%) 23.02%]| 63.46%] 0.00%, 88,516 150,644] 415,349 0
lMissouri 12| 0] 0] 1,809,50211]2|3| 20,488 1.13%] 44.87%) 43.74%) 11.39%] 0.00%} 811,932] 791,444] 206,126 0
{Montana 4] of of 274404[1]2]3] 24,718] 9.01%]50.60%] 41.59%] 7.29%]0.52%| 138,835] 114,117] 20015f 1,437
INcbmska 5t 0] O] 536,851]1}2]3]150,379] 28.01%] 59.82%) 31.81%} 8.36%| 0.00%] 321,163 170,784] 44,904 0
[Nevada 3[ of of 154218[1]2]3] 12,590] 8.16%|47.46%] 39.29%| 13.25%] 0.00%| 73,188] 60,598] 20,432 0
lNcw Hampshire] 4/ 0] 0] 297,299|1{2]3] 24,314 8.18%] 52.10% 43.93%) 3.76%| 0.21%| 154,903 130,589{ 11,173 634
[New Jersey 17| of o] 2,875,395{1]|2|3] 61.261 2.13%] 46.10%] 43.97%] 9.12%]| 0.82%| 1,325,467] 1,264,206 262,187] 23,535
{New Mexico 4 0f 0f 327281J12}3] 39,611 12.10%] 51.85%] 39.75%{ 7.86%] 0.54%| 169,692] 130,081] 25,737 1,771
i
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New York 0] 43| 0] 6,790,066]2]| 13 [370.538]  5.46%] 44.30%| 49.76%| 5.29%| 0.66%)] 3,007,932| 3,378,470] 358,864] 44,800
North Carolina | 12] 0} 1] 1,587,493|1]3]2131,004] 8.25%]| 39.51%| 29.24%]| 31.26%| 0.00%{ 627,192] 464,113} 496,188 0
North Dakota 4] O O] 247,882{1{2(3| 43,9001 17.71%| 55.94%} 38.23%{ S5.75%| 0.08%| 138,669 94,769 14,244 200
{Ohio 26| 0] 0f 3,959,698|1|2}3| 90,428] 2.28%| 45.23%| 42.95%} 11.81%] 0.02%]| 1,791,014| 1,700,586| 467,495 603
Oklahoma 8] O] 0] 943,086]1]2]31148.039] 15.70%] 47.68%| 31.99%| 20.33%| 0.00%| 449.697| 301,658 191,731 0
{Oregon 6] 0f 0] 819,622]112]5| 49,567 6.05%; 49.83%| 43.78%]| 6.06%] 0.32%| 408,433 358,866] 49,683} 2,640
Pennsylvania 0] 29| O] 4,747,928|2|1]3|169,388] 3.57%| 44.02%| 47.59%| 7.97%]| 0.42%| 2,090,017 2,259,405| 378,582] 19,924
Rhode Island 0 4] O 385,00012|1]31124,159] 32.25%| 31.78%| 64.03%| 4.07%] 0.12%| 122,359] 246,518 15,678 445
South Carolina | 8| 0] 0] 666,982|1]3]2] 38,632 5.79%]| 38.09%| 29.61%| 32.30%| 0.00%| 254,062 197,486 215,430 4
South Dakota 4 0] O] 281,264[112]13] 31,818] 11.31%]|53.27%| 41.96%| 4.76%]0.00%] 149,841 118,023] 13,400 0
Tennessee 11] 0] O] 1,248,617}1]|3]2] 47,800] 3.83%| 37.85%| 28.13%j 34.02%| 0.00%| 472,592| 351,233] 424,792 0
Texas 0] 23] 0] 3,079,406/2|1]135| 38,960 1.27%) 39.87%| 41.14%] 18.97%] 0.02%]| 1,227,844] 1,266,804| 584,269 489
Utah 4 0] Of 422,568]1]2|3| 82,063] 19.42%]|56.49%| 37.07%] 6.37%] 0.06%| 238,728] 156,665 26,906 269
Vermont 31 0] Of 161,404[1|2]31 14,887] 9.22%| 52.75%| 43.53%{ 3.16%] 0.56% 85,142 70,255 5,104 903
Virginia 12] 0] 0f 1,361,491|1]215]147,932] 10.87%] 43.36%| 32.49%] 23.64%| 0.51%| 590,319] 442,387| 321,833] 6,952
Washington 0] 51 0] 1,304,281|2}1]|3| 27,527| 2.11%|45.12%| 47.23%| 7.44%}0.21%| 588,510 616,037] 96,990| 2,744
West Virginia 0] 74 0] 754,20612]1)3] 66,536] 8.82%] 40.78%] 49.60%] 9.62%] 0.00%] 307,555] 374,091] 72,560 0
Wisconsin 12| 0] 0] 1,691,538{1]2]3| 61,193 3.62%| 47.89%| 44.27%| 7.56%| 0.29%| 809,997| 748,804] 127835 4,902
Wyoming, 3] 0] O 127,205{1|213] 25,754] 20.25%] 55.76% 35.51%| 8.73%]| 0.00% 70,927 45,1731 11,105 0
Total 3011191] 46]73,199,999|112]3|511,944] 0.70%]| 43.42%| 42.72%]| 13.53%] 0.33%|31,783,783{31,271,839(9,901,1 18| 243,259
Sources:

» Source for State popular vote data: Official publications from state election agencies. Complete list of sources for the 1968 popular vote data

National Results for 1968
Login
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In 1992, a phenomenon that had played an importimt role in
the. 1980 dehates, the emergence of a strong third-party candidaig,
along with changes in the Tormat of debates ruised novel and difficult
issucs for the Commission. Against this buckdrop, the Trustees ol the
Fund, in 1995, decided that it was tdme to revisit this subject and
authorized a new task force. While iany of the issnﬁs discussed in
the past are addressed in the pages that follow, the TasRForee Report
assumes one fundamental dilference in the situation today: the con-
cept ol debates among the major presidential candidates has hbecome
deeply rooted in our politics. 1t seems quite unlikely rhat a major can-
didate would find it worthwhile to ¢ndure the opprobrium that
accompanied a refusal to meet other challengers. But once the issuc
of whether or not debates will 1ake place at all is ofT the table, ques-
tions about what kind of debates work besi, what the public really
wanlts, who should be included, and what the debates really accom-
plish arc more significant than ever.

The Task Force also focused considerahle awtention on the exist-
ing Presidential Debate Cominission. While one might imagine alter-
naiive institutional arrangements for organizing the debates
themselves, the fact is-that the Commission has actually functioned for
the last two presidential campaigns and already has proposed a format,
for 1996. To be sure, in its present incarnation ir has limits, and thesc
ave addressed in the Reporrt ol the Task Force. But the Task Force
recognized the overwhelming practical benehiu of the Cominission’s
experience and legitimacy and recommended ways (o strengthen its
operations, rather than calling for an alternative mechanisin.

The "Lask Force recognized that, acleast given the current con-
ventional wisdom, public preferences about what constitutes a “good”
debate have shilted. The celebration of the so-called town meeting
cdlebate format in 1992 and the positive reaction 1o the single-moder-
atov approach imply a basic rethinking of the role (if any) of jour-
nalists in the debates. In addition, in the age of instant polls and focus
groups, the group discussed the trend toward using these devices
more and more intrusively as part of dehate coverage. There is a seri-
ous possibility, for example, that a network may tell ns how a select
group of people are reacting to the delsate cven as it is taking place.
Would such a vicrory for technology be in the public interesf?

Perbaps itis anavoidable, even preferable, that the future of
debaes will be shaped by technological and market changes in the
melia envivonment. The question then is will the debates live up to
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same criticisms would bécome even more pronounced after each of
the debates conducted over the next two election cycles.

THE 1984 DEBATES

On November 8, 1983, the Federal Communications Commission,
despite objections from the: League of Women Voters, finally loos-
ened its restrictions on debate sponsorship by broadening its Aspen
ruling to allow broadcast networks to serve as debate sponsers without
triggering the equal timé provision.* The decision prompted a num-
ber of national networks and local broadcasters to sponsor 1984 pri-
mary debates among the Democratic challengers, but the networks
made no attempt to sponsor general election debates. This task was
once again left to the League of Women Voters.

The League faced few of the difficulties it encountered in 1980
in getting the candidates’ consent to appear. Although Reagan held
a substantial lead in the pollsin his-quest for reelection, he “felt con-
strained to debate his challenger,” former vice president Walter
Mondale, even though he apparently had little to gain by doing so.
The candidates also agrced that a vice presidental debate should be
held. Debate expert Sidney Kraus has argued that this election “set a
precedent for the institutionalization of presidential debates” because
it was the first time an incumbent president with a large lead felt a
responsibility to meet his opponent face to face and discuss the issues
in a nationally televised forum.

A final agreement, however, was not achieved until September
17, after a series of intense negotiations. Most of the discussion cen-
tered on the details of the debates. Mondale’s advisers began the bar-
gaining with a request for six debates; Reagan’s camp wanted only
one.”® Eventually, the campaigns agreed to three: two presidential
showdowns, to be held on October 7 and 21, and one vice presiden-
tial forum on October 11. They also detailed many of the specific
arrangements for the debates, including such items as set design, pro-
gram format, lighting, and podium placemernt.

~ One reason why the candidates devoted so much attention to the
details of the arrangements was previous experience with such dehates.
Given the importance. of these events, neither candidate wanted to
leave unattended any matter that might prove consequential. Another
Teason was that both candidates felt that L.eague was extraneous to
the process and that it understood neithér practical politics nor the
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September 1, 1996
POLITICS: THE REFORM PARTY

For Debate Commission, A Predicament on Perot

By R.W. APPLE Jr.

WASHINGTON, Aug. 31— With the three main candidates officially nominated, the
Commission on Presidential Debates is struggling to decide whether Ross Perot should be
included this fall, as in 1992, even though his poll standing has been slumping.

"It wasn't a slam-dunk decision last time, and it will be tougher this time," said Paul Kirk, a former
Democratic Party chairman serving as co-chairman of the commission.

Another director of the commission, Newton N. Minow, a Democrat who is a lawyer from Chicago,
said during the Democratic convention there last week that there had been discussions about
setting the cutoff mark at 5 percent in the polls, or 10 percent or 15 percent. In the latest New York
Times/CBS News trial heat, which was conducted Aug. 10-18, Mr. Perot stood at 8 percent.

In the end, polls will be only one factor among many to be weighed.

The decision is scheduled to be made on Sept. 18, and it will almost certainly have an impact on
the size of Mr. Perot's vote. If he is included, it would doubtless improve his showing at the polls;
that, in turn, could help President Clinton, if politicians are correct in their assumption that more
of Mr. Perot's votes would come from Bob Dole, the Republican nominee.

Michael D. McCurry, Mr. Clinton's press secretary, repeatedly refused at a breakfast meeting with
reporters last week to be pinned down about whether the President wanted Mr. Perot included.

The other commission co-chairman, Frank Fahrenkopf, who is a former Republican Party
chairman, said he was convinced that all the candidates admitted to the debates would take part in
them this year.

"We have reached the point where it is impossible, in practical terms, for anyone to say no," he
said. "Debates have become institutionalized. Even for the candidates to delay or play games these
days costs them."”

George Bush haggled over the rules in 1992, delaying the start of the series until late in the
campaign, and relenting only when he was confronted at campaign events by demonstrators
dressed in chicken costumes. Nevertheless, at a time when voter turnout and television audiences

http://mwww.nytimes.com/1996/09/01/us/for-debate-commission-a-predicament-on-perot. htmi?module=Search&mabReward=re bias%3Ar%2C%78%22...
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were declining, the final debate at Michigan State University drew more viewers than any political
event in American history: 97 million on the broadcast networks.

The commission's plans call for four debates this year, on consecutive Wednesdays starting Sept.
25. Three would involve the Presidential candidates and one the Vice-Presidential nominees. Two
would feature a single moderator sitting with the candidates at a table, one would have a
moderator and the candidates at lecterns, and a fourth would be a town-hall-type meeting.

To date, the candidates have not approved the schedule or formats.

Most viewers thought that the debates helped Mr. Perot four years ago, but his participation
clearly made it more difficult for the major-party candidates to face off man-to-man. The national
coordinator of Mr. Perot's Reform Party, Russell Verney, said last week that Mr. Perot expected to
be asked again.

The commission's rules lay down 11 criteria for deciding whether to include minor-party
candidates. The object, the rules say, "is to identify minor party candidates, if any, who have a
realistic (i.e., more than theoretical) chance of being elected President of the United States."

One group of criteria requires that a minor-party candidate satisfy Constitutional eligibility
requirements, be listed on the ballot in enough states to stand a mathematical chance of gaining a
majority in the Electoral College (a requirement that would exclude Ralph Nader, nominee of the
Green Party), organize in a majority of Congressional districts in those states and be eligible for
Federal matching funds or have sufficient private means.

A second group of five criteria requires the commission to evaluate the opinions of leading
journalists, professional campaign managers, political scientists and commentators, as well as
newspaper and television exposure.

Finally, the commission is to take into account attendance at rallies and opinion-poll standings.

Several commission directors said they were eager to make a decision that would last for the whole
campaign. In 1980, before the commission was created, John Anderson, an independent
candidate, was included in the first debate, but the President at the time, Jimmy Carter, refused to
take part, so Mr. Anderson debated with Ronald Reagan. Later, when Mr. Anderson's poll
numbers slipped, he was dropped, and Mr. Carter debated with Mr. Reagan.

"I say, in for all or out for all,” Mr. Minow said.

A five-member committee, headed by Professor Richard Neustadt of Harvard University, makes a
recommendation to the commission, which can accept it or reject it. The other members are Dr.
Diana Carlin, a professor of communication studies at the University of Kansas; Dorothy Ridings,
a former president of the League of Women Voters; Kenneth Thompson, director of the Miller
Center at the University of Virginia, and Eddie Williams, president of the Joint Center for Political
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and Economic Studies in Washington.

Photo: Will he or won't he? The Commission on Presidential Debates has yet to decide whether it
will invite Ross Perot, the Reform Party candidate. (Agence France-Presse)
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Exclusion of Popular Cand]oaies iRy

-What Happened in 19882

-What Happened in 1992?
-What Happened in 19962
-What Happened in 20007
-What Happened in 20047
-What Happened in 2008?

-What Happened in 2012?
-The 15 Percent Barrier

Since 2000, the CPD has required that candidates reach 15
percent in national polls to participate in the presidential
debates. The criterion is the greatest obstacle to more inclusive
presidential debates. The Seattle Times editorialized, "The 15
percent threshold suits the two parties. It unduly restricts the
American people."”

The problems with the 15 percent criterion are many:

CPD's Dreary Formats ARRA]

CPD's Lies and DeceptiohENEIES]
Open Debates' VictorleSSINRERRA]

The criterion disregards the allocation of taxpayer funds and the
intent of Congress. Under the Federal Election Campaign Act, a
party that receives five percent of the popular vote qualifies for
millions of dollars in federal matching funds for the next
election. Setting the criteria at 15 percent in pre-debate polls
therefore raises the question: How is it that taxpayers can finance
a candidate's campaign, and yet not be able to see or hear him?
Mario Cuomo, former governor of New York, said, "Simple
rule: If you're going to give them taxpayers' money on the theory
that they're credible candidates, then you ought to let them
participate."

The criterion directly contravenes the wishes of the majority of
American voters. Seventy-six percent of registered voters
supported Ross Perot's inclusion in the 1996 debates, and 64
percent wanted Ralph Nader and Pat Buchanan included in the
2000 presidential debates. Yet, they were excluded from the
debates. The CPD is relying on polling data to reject third-party
candidates even when such data often shows that a majority of
Americans want particular third-party candidates in the debates.
The CPD is posing the wrong polling question. If the CPD is
going to rely on polling data, it should simply ask who the public
wants in the debates.

The criterion irrationally requires candidates to prove their
viability before the general public knows much about them.
Congressman Jesse Jackson Jr. said that the 15 percent threshold
"excludes non-major party candidates on the basis of polls from
a public who has not yet had an opportunity to hear from those
candidates." The CPD is essentially predicting, from premature
poll numbers, who will not win the election, and excluding those

http://www.opendebates.org/theissue/1Spercent.html 13
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candidates. But aren't the voters, not the polling sample or the
CPD, supposed to determine who will and will not win the
election?

The criterion ignores the vast array of structural barriers that
confront third party candidates. Non-major party candidates face
the most discriminatory ballot access laws of any democracy in
the world, a winner-take-all system that often considers them
spoilers, massive financial contributions to the major parties, and
consistently scant media coverage.

The criterion marginalizes the contributions of losing third-party
candidates. Most third parties crumble. But, fleeting third-party
movements have made remarkable social and political
contributions. Third-party candidates have introduced popular
and groundbreaking issues that were eventually co-opted by the
major parties, such as: the abolition of slavery, unemployment
insurance, social security, child labor laws, public schools,
public power, the direct election of senators, the graduated
income tax, paid vacation, the 40-hour work week, the formation
of labor unions, and democratic tools like the referendum and
the recall. Excluded third-party candidates can't break the
bipartisan conspiracy of silence on issues where the major
parties are at odds with most of the American people.

Richard Marin, pollster for The Washington Post, wrote, "The
objection to the 15 percent cut point is exactly right. It's absurdly
high." Applied historically, a 15 percent criterion would have
excluded every third-party candidate from every televised
presidential debate, except for self-financed billionaire Ross
Perot. In fact, even a five percent criterion applied to all
previous televised presidential debates would have excluded
every third-party candidate, except for John Anderson in 1980
and Ross Perot in 1992 and 1996.

In response to any suggestion that the threshold for inclusion be
lowered, the CPD's first and foremost line of defense is,
according to Executive Director Janet Brown, that "over 200
candidates run for president every four years. We can't let all of
them on stage."

Yet, talking about 200 candidates is entirely misleading.
Granted, roughly 200 people file presidential candidacy forms
with the Federal Election Commission every election, including
candidates like Billy Joe Clegg of the Clegg Won't Pull Your
Leg Party. But of the roughly 200 third-party candidates that run
every four years, how many were on enough state ballots to
mathematically have a chance of winning the presidential
election? In 1988 only two third-party candidates, in 1992 only
three third-party candidates, in 1996 only four third-party
candidates, in 2000 only five third-party candidates, in 2004
only four third-party candidates, in 2008 only four third-party
candidates, and in 2012 only two third-party candidates.

http://www.opendebates.org/theissue/15percent.html
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Debate Commission Excludes
Perot

TOMORROW'S NEWS :

WASHINGTON |
(AllPolitics, Sept. 17) -- i
In welcome news for 3 Debate On Debates |
GOP nominee Bob Dole, | i
the bipartisan :"""' = e ==
Commission on iLetter From The Adw;og Commeg
Presidential Debateshas 3 CPDSwtement |
decided to exclude Take A Stand! The Tally !
Reform Party candidate _———DI_ :
Ross Perot from this fall's! I:":"

series of presidential i. -~
debates. Volgf‘; Vonc o

Who's On L The CPD?

"Qur decision,” said Paul |p=o===

Kirk, co-chairman of the L. Clinlon's Reaction
commission, "was made i Dale's Reaction !
on the basis that only i

President Clinton and
Senator Dole have a
realistic chance, as set forth in our criteria, to be elected the
next president of the United States.” Both the commission and
its advisory committee voted unanimously to exclude
Perot.(295K AIFF or WAV)

The Dole campaign promptly releaseda | @ Debate
statement supporting the ruling. “The Commission
inclusion of any other participant in the
debate,” it read, "would have violated the
commission's own standard to include
only third-party candidates who have
proved they have a ‘reasonable’ chance to
be elected president.”

Most expected Perot's participation to hurt Dole, and Clinton
campaign manager Peter Knight told The Associated Press,
"We regret the decision by the commission. We had assumed all
along that Mr. Perot would be in the debates."

Kirk 'Kirk explained that several factors worked
al,amst Perot. In addition to the Texan's low
poll standings, Kirk cited the commission's
ljudgement that Perot's ability to bounce back
jin the polls is more limited than it was in

1992. "Participation is not extended to
candidates because they might prove

interesting or entertaining,” he told reporters.

Four years ago, Perot had virtually unlimited funds to spend on
his self-financed campaign, Kirk noted, but this time around the
Texan has limits on his coffers because he chose to accept
federal funding. "Without that wherewithal," said Kirk, "his
chances of winning an election in the face of the 1992 history is
unrealistic." (300K AIFF or WAV sound)

“We have been very mindful of the fact that 62 percent of the
American people would like to see Mr. Perot in the debate,"”
Kirk said. "But I have to distinguish that from what the mission
of the commission is. Because when you look at the same
numbers, 74 percent of the people say they wouldn't vote for
Ross Perot for president.” (264K AIFF or WAV sound)

B Verney Russ Vemney, Chairman of Perot '96,
denounced the decision as a "travesty of
justice” and said at an afternoon press
conference that the Perot campaign was
heading to court. "We will file suit in federal
court this week," he said. "We will seek a
temporary restraining order against the
debates’ occurring until we can get a full and




fair hearing." (160K AIFF or WAV sound)

The theory behind the lawsuit is that the courts could order the
Federal Election Commission to enforce its rules that debate
sponsors use objective criteria to determine who gets to debate
-- rules that Perot's campaign says the commission violated.

The commission had a list of criteria that each candidate had to
meet to be invited to the debates, including being eligible under
the Constitution and being on the ballot in enough states to win

the 270 electoral votes needed for election.

But the key criterion, as the commission has been saying for
weeks, is that each invited candidate have a "realistic, i.e., more
than theoretical, chance of being elected the next president of
the United States,” according to Frank Fahrenkopf, the

commission's other co-chairman.

While Perot pulled down 19 percent of the
vote in the 1992 presidential election, he .
failed to carry any states then, and he has
been lagging in the mid-single digits for most
of the current campaign.

Kirk and Fahrenkopf said that if
circumstances change -- say, if Perot were to

£ Fahrenkopf

improve his poll standings -- the commission would consider

including him in later debates.

The decision is a welcome one for the Dole campaign, which
wanted the opportunity to debate President Bill Clinton
one-on-one. "In 1996, only one of two men will be elected
President, Bob Dole or Bill Clinton," said the statement from

the Dole campaign.

Clinton's campaign, meanwhile, wanted Perot in, guessing that
Perot would spend more time criticizing Dole's tax-cut proposal

than he would Clinton's record.

Still up in the air is the exact timing and length of the debates.

Clinton would like to have a series of three 90-minute sessions
later rather than earlier, while Dole has expressed a preference
for four 60-minute sessions beginning very soon.

Related Stories:

o AllPolitics -- Unanimous Recommendation Given To

Debate Commission -- Sept. 17, 1996

® AllPolitics -- Will Perot Be Invited To The Debate Panty?

--Sept. 16, 1996
[“Search ; for articles about debates

AllPolitics home

age © Diglogne @ Scarch @ Contents @ Help @ Feedback

PATHFINGHR Copyright © 1997 AllPalitics AHl Rights Reserved
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Election 2000:
How Viewers “See” a Presidential Debate

Thomas E. Patterson
Co-Director, Vanishing Voter Project
Bradlee Professor of Government & the Press
Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University

Few televised events have the audience appeal of a presidential debate. The Super Bowl is the only
regularly scheduled event that routinely draws a larger minute-to-minute audience. Presidential debates
have drawn on average about 75 million viewers, which is roughly the size of the audience for the
Academy Awards. By comparison, the typical prime-time program on ABC, NBC, or CBS draws 9
million viewers.

The audience for the televised debates has
been shrinking (see Figure 1). The 1992
debates between Clinton, Bush, and Perot
were an exception to the trend, but the viewing
audience has gradually declined, largely
because of the alternative programming
available on cable television.

Figure 1: Presidential Debate Ratings

The latest Shorenstein Center weekly
national poll indicates that the first general-
election debate of the 2000 campaign is
unlikely to break the downward trend. Only

28% of the respondents said they expect to 10% 4 - - - - oo o]
watch most of Tuesday’s debate and nearly

40% said they would not watch any of it. 0% — T T T T

These proportions roughly parallel the 1960 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996

Each ratings point equals one percent of households with

audience numbers for the first Clinton-Dole elovioh
elevision.

debate in 1996.

The debate audience in future elections can be expected to decline further because of generational
change. Today’s young adults are measurably less interested in politics than those of even a decade or two
ago. Most of them pay little or no attention to the daily news or public affairs programming as a result of
the media environment in which they grew up. Unlike the pre-cable generation, they did not as children
have regular exposure to television or print news and they did not acquire an interest in it. They do not
have a news habit and display only passing interest in public affairs.

In our recent poll, nearly half of young adults (18-29 years of age) said they do not plan to watch any
of the debate and an additional 21% claimed they would watch only a little of it. Only 14% said they
would watch most of it (see Table 1).

The Vanishing Voter Project Funded by a grant from The Pew Charitable Trusts
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Nevertheless, the debates are still very popular with most

. - - Table 1: How much of the October 3
Americans. The reasons are obvious enough. Like the Super

debate do you plan to watch?

Bow! and the Oscars, the debates are, as Alan Schroeder {by age group)

observes, “human drama at its rawest.” The stakes are high, and Al Under30 30+
the outcome is uncertain. Debates are staged and ritualized Most of it 27% 14% 33%
events, but they are not fully scripted or completely predictable, | gome of it 15% 17% 16%
as evidenced by Ronald Reagan’s unexpectedly masterful Onlyalitle  17% 21% 18%
performance in 1980 and his surprisingly addled performance None 37% 48% 38%

four years later. Conflict, risk, and suspense are elements of
drama, and the debates offer them on a level unmatched by any
other scheduled televised political event.'

Approximately 2% of respondents answered "don't
know" and were omitted from these results.

[f the reasons Americans choose to watch the debates are clear enough, the way in which they watch
the debates is less well understood. How do viewers process and evaluate what they see and hear?

Through the Viewers’ Eyes

Journalists tend to look upon debates as decisive encounters that produce a winner and a loser and which
can be decided by a single dramatic statement—an artful sound bite or inexplicable blunder. This

perspective is not necessarily wrong, but it is decidedly journalistic. Most viewers experience the debate
in a different way.

As a debate unfolds, viewers tend to render Table 2: How likely is it that the debates could

two judgments. One is whether the candidates
seem “big enough” to occupy the presidency. The
second is whether one of the candidates is the

change your mind?
(committed voters only)

. All Democrats Republicans Independents
better choice. Very 3% 5% 2% 3%
These judgments could affect the outcome of | Somewhat  14%  12% 1% 22%
the 2000 campaign. The race is close, and the Notatall 83%  83% 88% 75%

number of undecided or weakly committed voters

is relatively high. Among respondents in our recent poll who say they currently back either Bush or Gore,
17% claimed that it was very or somewhat likely that the debates could change their mind about which
candidate to support. Self-identified independents were more likely than either Democrats or Republicans
to say that the debates might lead them to switch their vote (see Table 2).

The debates are even more important in the minds of uncommitted voters. Thirty-nine percent of
them claim that they are looking toward the debates as a time to make their decision.

Both candidates will be carefully
scrutinized. When our respondents were asked
“Are you more interested in seeing how George

Table 3: Are you more interested in seeing George Bush
or Al Gore in the debates?

All Democrats Republicans Independents | W. Bush or Al Gore handles himself in the
Bush 15% 8% 29% 10% debate, or are you equally interested in the
Gore 15%  26% 8% 1% performance of both candidates? a clear
Bothequally 61%  61% 57% 64% majority—61 percent—claimed they intended

to pay equal attention to both candidates (see
Table 3). Fourteen percent said they planned to watch Bush more closely and 15% said they would focus
on Gore. Americans have a lot of unanswered questions about both candidates, and they intend to use the
debates as a time to resolve some of them.

! Alan Schroeder, Presidential Debates: Forty Years of High-Risk TV (New York: Columbia University Press,
2000), 201.
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Are the Candidates “Big Enough” to Be President?

It is often said that the outcome of a televised debate rests on “image”—that it rewards the candidate who
appears more confident and has the more compelling appearance and delivery. Like many claims about
televised politics, this claim is at best a half-truth. Viewers do respond favorably to a poised and artful
candidate, but they are looking for something deeper—an indication that a candidate is “big enough” for
the presidency.

There is no precise set of standards for this judgment, which is why it is partly a visceral reaction and
is colored by partisanship—Iloyal Democrats and Republicans can usually convince themselves that their
party’s nominee meets the test. But it’s a real test nonetheless. Voters expect a presidential candidate to
have the characteristics they admire in a president. Does the candidate have the proper temperament,
stature, knowledge, and style? Does the candidate appear “presidential?”

It’s a critical test, but it’s also an inexact one, which is a reason why most candidates pass it. If he had
been running for president and not vice president in 1988, Dan Quayle would have been among the few to
fail. Squaring off against Lloyd Bentsen, Quayle was widely perceived by viewers to lack the intellectual
agility required of a president. Ross Perot in 1992 also failed the test, even though his participation in the
debates did strengthen his position in the polls. Viewers found in Perot an outlet for their dissatisfaction
with the major parties, but they also concluded that Perot was not fully fit for the presidency. He was too
blustery, too contentious, too folksy, and too plain. Michael Dukakis in 1988 passed the test narrowly,
having failed to persuade viewers that he had the empathy that would enable him to understand their
problems fully.

For a candidate who meets the test, the result is enhanced stature and credibility, although not
necessarily a surge in the polls. Mondale’s debate performance in 1984 won viewers’ admiration but did
not endanger Reagan’s reelection. Most viewers thought Mondale “won” the first debate but continued to
believe that Reagan would be the better president.

The favorable response to Mondale was heightened by a pre-debate expectation that he would
perform less well than his opponent. For the same reason, George W. Bush will enter Tuesday’s debate
with a psychological advantage. In our survey, by a margin of 46% to 30%, respondents felt that Gore is
likely to do “a better job™ than Bush in the debate (see Table 4).

. Past debate§ suggest, hf)wev.er, that Bush Table 4: Which candidate do you think will do better in
will have to deliver a “presidential” the debates?
performance to convert his psychological
advantage into a real one. A lackluster All - Democrats Republicans Independents
performance would confirm doubts that some Bush 0% 9% 61% 28%
voters harbor about his ability and a Quayle- Gore 46%  72% 19% 42%
like effort would likely doom his candidacy. Bothequally 7% % 5% 9%

Gore is also at risk. Because he is expected to
dominate, he needs to perform at a level equal or higher to Bush, or his weaker performance will be
magnified.

Of greater risk to Gore, however, may be his tendency in debate to attack his opponent. Second-by-
second analyses of recent presidential debates reveal that viewers’ most negative reactions occur when a
candidate is in attack mode. A candidate can contrast his own views with those of his opponent and can
sometimes succeed in attack by using humor to soften the blow. But a debate strategy based on strong and
repeated attacks tends to repel viewers. Our research on the 2000 campaign’s primary election debates
confirms the generalization: of the dozen debates we studied, the one that viewers liked least by far was
the Gore-Bradley encounter in New York City. It was also the most contentious of the debates we
examined, and most viewers claimed that the debate had diminished their opinion of Gore. The debating



style that Gore displayed during his New York primary debate and in his NAFTA and vice-presidential
debates could work against him if he employs it in Tuesday night’s presidential debate. Viewers expect a
presidential candidate to act “presidential,” which includes proper decorum.

Gore or Bush might fail to reach the viewers’ threshold of acceptability for a would-be president in
Tuesday’s debate, but it’s unlikely. The candidates are months-deep into their campaigns, have spent long
hours rehearsing for Tuesday’s debate, and have been briefed on the do’s and don’ts of debating.* Unless
one of them gets stage fright or begins to panic under the pressure, viewers’ response to the two
candidates will hinge largely on how they answer a second question: Which candidate is the better
choice?

Which Candidate Is the Better Choice?

Televised debates naturally seem to direct attention to the candidates’ images. In the first minutes,
viewers are indeed closely attentive to the way the candidates look and act. But as the debate unfolds,
issues come to the fore and, in the end, tend to have a greater impact on viewers’ response to the
candidates.

Second-by-second debate analyses indicate that the audience responds most favorably to the
candidates when they are talking about an issue that people care deeply about and are able to frame their
position in a way that shows they understand why people are concerned about the issue.’ Even though
journalists dismiss most debate issues as old news, most viewers are not highly informed about the issues
and rarely have the opportunity to listen at length to what the candidates have to say about the issues.

As a debate unfolds issue by issue, viewers keep something akin to a running tab on what the
candidates are saying. After the debate is over, most viewers have difficulty describing in detail what the
candidates have said, but they have no difficulty answering the question: “Which candidate came closer to
expressing your views on the issues?” Their answers to this question—more than their answers to the
question “Who won?"— are closely related to their voting intention.

Both candidates will have numerous opportunities in the debate to discuss issues that are of concern
to viewers and that will supply them with new information. In the Shorenstein Center weekly national
polls, we have been tracking Americans’ awareness of the candidates’ positions on a dozen issues and,
even though the campaign has been going on for months, most people have only a limited amount of
information about many of Bush and Gore’s positions. On the typical issue, only 29% were able to
accurately identify the candidate’s position while 14% guessed wrong and 57% said they didn’t know the
candidate’s stand.

The fact that most people are not highly informed about the issues may work to Gore’s advantage.
Gore’s policy positions are generally closer than Bush’s to those of most voters. Indeed, Gore has tended
to gain support in the polls when issues are at the forefront of the campaign while Bush has done better
during periods where the issues have been less prominent. Our surveys indicate that issues have receded
recently in people’s minds as the candidates’ gaffes have dominated news coverage. Bush has
strengthened his position in the polls during this period. The debate offers Gore an opportunity to get
people thinking again about issues, just as he did to considerable effect during the Democratic
convention.

2 In this regard, a reason why Dole did not attack Clinton aggressively in the 1996 debates was the knowledge that it
would almost certainly cost him the debate.

? When one or more of these elements is missing, the viewer’s reaction tends to be weaker. That’s why, for example,
viewers of the second Ford-Carter debate in 1976 took little notice of Ford’s remark on Eastern Europe. It was not
an issue that viewers cared about. Only after the news media made his remark the focus of its post-debate coverage,
and portrayed it as a blunder, did the public attach importance to it.
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Can the' Debates Be Strengthened?

The televised presidential debates are a success story. At a time when political interest is waning, a debate
still has the power to draw tens of millions of viewers to their television sets. A debate also meets the
water-cooler test—the next day, millions of people share their impressions of what they saw and heard the
night before. '

A televised debate is more than an event. It is an act of community. For an hour and a half, millions
of Americans involve themselves actively in a collective political experience. These moments do not
always have a lasting impact. The 1996 debates failed to revitalize a sagging campaign. But the impact
sometimes endures. Polls in September of 1992 revealed an electorate whose interest was fading.
Analysts predicted that voter turnout would be no higher than in 1988. But the public’s outlook changed
with the debates and Perot’s reentry into the race. Public interest in and satisfaction with the campaign
rose dramatically. And as we know, turnout in 1992 turned sharply upward for the first time in three
decades. '

Although the debates are now nearly an
institutionalized feature of the presidential
campaign, there are still open questions about

Table 5: Do you think third-party candidates should
be allowed in the debates?

them, The most pressing may well be the test All  Democrats Republicans  Independents
that will be applied to participation by third- Yes - 56%  57% 55% 56%
party or independent candidates. The No 29%  27% 31% 30%
Commission on Presidential Debates, which is Don't Know 14%  15% 14% 13%

dominated by the major parties, has decided
that the debates should be restricted to candidates who have the support of 15% of likely voters in pre-
debate polls. Most Americans think otherwise. In our recent poll, 56% of the respondents said that Pat
Buchanan and Ralph Nader should have been allowed to participate in this year’s debate. Only 29%
would have excluded them. These opinions characterize all partisan groupings—Democrats, Republicans,
and Independents (see Table 5).

There is also the issue of whether broadcast networks should be required to carry the debates. FOX
has elected not to cover Tuesday’s debate, and NBC has made it optional for its affiliates, bowing to
pressure after first announcing that it would carry only a major league baseball playoff game. In our poll,
respondents approved of NBC’s initial decision by a narrow margin (49% to 45%).

The debates are too important to a presidential election to be dependent on the self-interested
decisions of the major parties or the broadcast networks, although reasonable people can disagree on
exactly which policies should govern the debates. Moreover, the debates need not be the only major
opportunity for presidential candidates to speak directly and at length to the American people. Despite its
decades-long leadership in the communication field, the United States has lagged in devising television
forums that are designed to serve the needs of candidates and voters. In its “Nine Sundays” proposal a
decade ago, the Shorenstein Center recommended the adoption of a series of prime-time candidate-
centered broadcasts that would include, but not be limited to, debates. The basic principle underlying the
proposed series was that the telecasts should be designed to enable the candidates to speak directly to the
American people, yet under conditions where they could be immediately held accountable for their
statements. As citizens increasingly drift away from the campaign, and as candidates increasingly show
up on programs such as the Oprah Winfrey Show, it may be time to revisit the question of whether
additional prime-time forums of the type outlined in the “Nine Sundays” report should be added to the
television opportunities available to voters during the presidential general election.



About the Vahishing Voter Project

The Vanishing Voter Project is a study by the Joan
Shorenstein Center on the Press, Politics and Public Policy
at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of
Government. Funding for the project is provided by The
Pew Charitable Trusts. The project has the goal of
strengthening public involvement in the presidential
selection process. Through research, the project seeks to
understand the factors that affect public involvement and to
use this information to propose constructive changes in the
election process.

A special feature of the Project is the weekly Voter
Involvement Index (see graph). The index is based on
questions asked in our weekly national poll of
approximately 1,000 Americans.

The research also includes substantial multi-method efforts
during key moments of the campaign to assess how
structural variations (for example, debate formats) affect
involvement. The Project's web site contains other timely
survey results on election-related topics.

100% 1

Research Directors

THOMAS E. PATTERSON is the Bradlee Professor of
Government and the Press and survey director of the
Shorenstein Center. He has conducted several major
studies of the media's impact on the presidential
selection process. His election books include The
Unseeing Eye (1976), The Mass Media Election (1980),
and Out of Order (1994). He is also the author of two
introductory American Government textbooks: The
American Democracy and We the People.

MARVIN KALB is the executive director of the Washington
Office of the Shorenstein Center. He was founding
director of the Center (1987-1999) and brings to the
project his thirty years of expericnce in broadcast
journalism. He was chief diplomatic correspondent at
CBS News and NBC News, and moderator of NBC's
"Meet the Press." :

TAMI BUHR is the research coordinator at the Shorenstein
Center. She has been involved in the Shorenstein
Center studies of the 1992 and 1996 presidential
campaigns and was the pollster for the Dartmouth
College poll during the 1996 and 2000 New Hampshire
primaries. Her Harvard dissertation is on the 1996 New
Hampshire primary,
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The VOTER INVOLVEMENT INDEX is calculated by averaging the
responses to four questions— whether people say they are
currently paying close attention to the campaign, and whether in
the past day they were thinking about the campaign, talking about
it, or following it in the news.

The survey results reported here are from the Shorenstein Center's
weekly national surveys of approximately 1,000 adults, conducted
between November 14, 1999 and October 1, 2000. Each national
poll has a sampling error of approximately plus or minus 3%.
Additional results from the national surveys are available on the

project’s web site at hitp:/www.vanishingvoter,org/.

Contact the Vanishing Voter

THE VANISHING VOTER PROJECT

Joan Shorenstein Center on the Press, Politics and Public Policy
John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University
79 JFK Street, 2nd Floor Taubman

Cambridge, MA 02138

Phone: (617) 496-7173 Fax: (617) 495-8696

vanishingvoter@ksg harvard.cdu

PRESS INQUIRIES
Melissa Ring, Staff Assistant

(617)496-9761 mring@kse harvard.edu

WEB SITE
Ben Snowden, Research Assistant

(617)496-7173 bsnowden(@ksg harvard edu

About the Joan Shorenstein Center on the Press, Politics and Public Policy ' ' |

The Shorenstein Center is located within Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government. It is dedicated to
exploring through research, teaching, and deliberation the intersection of communication, politics, and public policy. The Center
was established in 1986 with a gift from the Walter Shorenstein family. The Center's advisory board includes distinguished

journalists, scholars, and executives.

The Vanishing Voter Project

Funded by a grant from The Pew Charitable Trusts
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56 THIRD PARTIES IN AMERICA

The reemergence of the slavery issue, however, precip;
tated the death of the Whig Party. There was simply no w;yJ‘

of recondiling the differences between pro-slavery Southem-

ers and anti-slavery Northerners. Pro-slavery forces quickly
found the Democrats more to their liking,’ while anti-exten.
sionists became either Free Soilers or Republicans. Only those
Whigs unpolarized by the slavery issue remained in the party.

Displaced by the Republicans as a major paity, old Whigs
carried on-for two more elections’in the form of the Know-

Nothing and Constitutional Urniion parties.

Know-Nom_'xNé (AMERICAN) PARTY

Severe economic adversity in Europe drove.iecord fumbers .

of immigrants to the United States in the late 1840s and early

1850s. The blacklash spurred.by their arrival was-almost im-

A

mediate; secret nativist societies and clubs sprang up through- '
out the North, where most immigrants settled. The:clubs.did

not originally intend to enter politics directly, but following

the election of Democrat Franklin- Pierce in.1852, for which

immigrant voters were largely blamed (or credited), the New

York-based Order of the Star Spangled Banner began to biiild :

a nativist coalition to nominate candidates for public office.

Although the two were not always seéparable, the party .
seemed more intense in its hatred of Catholics than foreign- **

ers. It welcomed forcign-born Protestants into the order; but
“every Know-Nothing firmly believed that Papists should be

barred from cvery office in the national, state, and local gov- -

ernments and, if possible, driven back to the priest-ridden
lands from whence they had come” (Billington 1933, p. 386).
This antipathy towards Catholics was in fact the party's sole
basis for unity; the sectional divisions that plagued the nation
as a whole were equally prevalent within the party.

The movement grew quickly. In addition to its anti-Catholic
stance, the party’s secret rituals and greetings attracted mem-
bers. Their refusal to divulge any relevant information to out-

siders led Horace Greeley to dub them the “Know-Nothing .

Party.” Its candidates were remarkably successful in the 1854




224 THIRD PARTIES IN AMERICA, ',

candidates, they reduce the ability of independent ¢hallengerg
to hold the major parties accountable. The more difficult jt g
for citizens to:support third parties, -the-greater.is the major

party deterioration required befare voters are induced o bagk.

an independent. If the'costs are too great, of course, the check
on the major parties evaporates. '
Proposals to raise the costs of third party voting would have

severe negative consequences for Ametican democracy, If the,

major parties closed off the third party route entirely, an im-
portant means of political representation .would .be lost. ‘A5
long as' minorities can-threaten to damage both'parties.by a
third party campaign, the major pirties.are encouraged to

compromise with these groups.’ It-is not.clear what strategies”

disgruntled minority factions would pursue if the third part

option-were unavailable. It is unlikely that they cotld force,

the major parties to be more accommodating. Since they would
have nowhere else to go, these groups might.have to turn to
less accepted forms of action. .

Because third parties help to hold the major parties ac-
countable to certain minority interests, one way to enhance
minority representation in the political arena istto increase
the opportunities for third party activity. The less the major
parties are able to monopolize control of the government, and
the more uncertainty there is over which party will enjoy an
Electoral College majority, the greater the incentives for the
major parties to tend to the minority concerns they would
otherwise ignore. The less the rules of the game permit groups
to be written off, the more accountable the major parties have
to be. Because the current set of electoral rules reduces the
likelihood of a third party significantly affecting election out-
comes, the major parties can afford to be relatively unattentive
o minority concerns,

THe FUTURE OF THIRD PARTIES IN AMERICA

The marked increase in third party voting since 1964 can be
attributed to several factors. Increased intra-party factionalism
and the inability of the major parties to realign around more
salient concerns have been the two most important forces

- ——— - ———
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They may be effective legislators as well, either in coalition with Deme-

crats or Republicans or on essentially nonpartisan matters: but their num-
bers are far too small to enact third-party platform commitinents without
support from many in one or both major parties. Thus, assuming that
third-party numbers remain relatively small, numbers are not the most
crucial thing determining whether a third party will influence the policy-
making process. That influence is more likely when a major party takes
for itself an issue position thal the third party has advanced previously.

The Usefulness of Third Parties:
A Utilitarian Analysis

[n dealing with political phenomena, scholars often use a technique
called role analysis. They write of roles présidents play: chief executive,
head of state, commander in chicf. Party specialists also use role analysis.
Just about any book on the subject will tell you that the main role of
political parties—usually the writer is thinking about the major parties—
is to link people with their political system. ln doing so, parties discharge
related_roles_or_functions:, (1) helping organize the political selection
process. especially elections; (2) mobilizing citizen participation: (3) con-
tributing lo popular understanding of politics; (4) channcling and re-
ducing conflict, thus helping build the consensus that democracy needs;
(5) organizing and running the government and/or opposition.

Third parties also play roles. Though a third parly may differ from
the major parties OFfrom-antther third party in the manner and impact
of its role performance, Rosenstone and his colleagues rightly observe
that third parties do play many of the roles also played by the Democrats
and Republicans.®*

_Third parties carry_out two additional roles that the major_parties

do not. First, they are a way for the dissident, the disafecled. to “blow
B steam?Thus they scrve, ofien quite unintentionally, lo undergird
and stabilize the political system, including the pattern of just two major
parties. Second, a third party may assist, by the example of its own
popular appeal, in correcting the policy stands, cven the ideological
course, of a major. A third party therefore is, as Leon Epsicin sees it,
“a functioning element in two-party competition.”"=

There is, however, a severe and inherent limit on the usefulness of
such role analysis when applied to third parties. Just think about it.
When speaking of role playing one cannot escape thoughts of an assigned
part within the already-written script of a play. In this case the play is

On the Outside Looking In "
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-Table  1.2—continued

Third-Party Platform(s)
and Issues

Indications of

Party Platform(s)

Appropriation: Major

Subsequent. Enactment:
Constitutional Amendment
or Congressiorial Statute

Socialist Party (1904-1912)

Female Suffrage Democrat (1916);
Republican (1916)
Initiative -and —_—
Referendum
Government ——
Ownership of
Railroads

{Graduated) Income
Tax

Democrat (1908)

Shorter Working Democrat (1908)—

Hours limited application
Abolition of U.S. —_—
Senate

Abolition of Child _
Labor

Socialist Party (1928)

Public Works for the Democrat (1932, 1936)

Unemployed

Unemployment
Insurance

American Independent Parly (1968)

Toughness on Crime  Republican (198)

Democrat (1932, 1936)

19th Amendment (1920)

None. But enacted in
many states.

16th Amendment (1913)
and subsequent
legislation

Wages and Hours Act
(1938); earlier laws:in
many states

Keating-Owen Act (1916)
-and state statutes

Statutes passed in 1933

‘Social Security Act (1935)

Omnibus Crime Control

and Safe Streets Act
(1968) and subsequent
legislation

Sources: Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., ed., History o[ U.S. Political Parties, Vols. -1V (New
York: Chelsea House, 1973); and National Party Conventions, 1831-1980 (Washington,

D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, 1983).

On the Outside Looking In
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Citizen Perdt

By Tom Morganthau | 3/13/10 at 9:28 PM

For a guy who said he'd fight this battle fair and square-campaign solely on the issues, talk about what matters to the voters and the
country-Ross Perot made a passable attempt at kicking George Bush in the political groin last week. The vehicle was "60 Minutes,"
that bastion of establishment journalism, and the subject was dirty tricks. Now it can be told: Perot dropped out of the presidential
race last July to protect his daughter Carolyn from a nefarious plot to disrupt her wedding. Then there was the plot to defame her
with a lewdly doctored photograph, and the plot to tap his office telephone. Proof? Perot had no proof, and he admitted it. He had
only the word of a notoriously flaky character named Scott Barnes, and warnings from two unnamed but allegedly well-connected
friends in politics. End of subject: how dare you question my integrity?

ADVERTISEMENT

This, of course, is the oldest trick in the book-make a red-meat allegation to get the press slavering for more details, then dance away
from it. You want me to prove it? I told you all you need to know, so go find the evidence-I'm trying to run a serious campaign here.
There were, however, two small glitches in this familiar scenario. First, Citizen Perot seems not to have learned Rule One of negative
campaigning, which is to leave no fingerprints when transmitting nasty rumors to the press. This small omission-an amateur’s
mistake-led directly to the second problem, which was that the allegations blew up instantly in his face. Perot looked grandiose and
paranoid-like something of a kook. His momentum toward quasi-respectability in the national polls, which began with his unlikely
re-entry in the race on Oct. 1, suddenly collapsed, probably irreversibly. By NEWSWEEK'S latest national survey, Perot's support
dropped from 22 percent to 14 percent between Oct. 23 and Oct. 28, a devastating loss so close to Election Day. More than half of
NEWSWEEK'S sample said there had been no Republican plot to smear his daughter, and a large plurality of the voters-48 percent-
thought Perot "relies too much on stories that are not backed up by hard evidence."

So this, in all probability, signaled the end of the Perot presidential bubble-one of the more bizarre episodes in modern politics, the
story of a surpassingly strange romance between a bigmouth billionaire and a frustrated, disillusioned electorate. Who is this guy,
and how did he wind up getting so much attention in a pivotal election year? How has he changed the process, and what is he likely
to do next? What does his early success and ultimate failure tell us about Ross Perot, about American politics and ourselves? There
can be no Perot came very close to upsetting the rickety apple cart we call the two-party system: possibly-just possibly-he could have
gone all the way. Ed Rollins and Hamilton Jordan, the two political pros who briefly enlisted to run the Perot-for-president
campaign, certainly thought he could, and no one can say that Rollins and Jordan are dumb.

Newsweek Magazine is Back In Print

Put it another way. At his apogee, in early June, Perot enjoyed the support of about 35 percent of the voting-age population, or about
65 million Americans. True, this support was fragile and highly conditional: roughly three quarters of all those who backed his
candidacy said they would switch to another candidate if it appeared Perot could not win. But these numbers by themselves made
plain fools of the pundits and analysts who dominate political journalism, and they scared the living daylights out of the Bush and
Clinton campaigns-to say nothing of the hundreds of incumbent congresspersons now running for their political lives. The voters
were speaking loudly, and they were mad as hell. Perot, part Daddy Warbucks and part John Q. Public, was well positioned to
harness that anger and ride it, if he could, all the way to the White House.



The fact is he couldn't-but that is only hindsight, a verdict that rests in part on intuitive suspicions of Perot's rough-as-cob persona
and even more on the post-July recognition that he did not really have what it takes to run for president. Shaken by the hard-nosed
inquisitions of a national press corps that had finally recognized his potential, Perot pulled the spectacular bugout that left his
followers in the lurch. To judge by the whispers from within his down-sized and deprofessionalized organization, he regretted it
instantly and almost as quickly began plotting some sort of comeback. What we now see-and arguably could have seen all along-is
that this second effort would eventually be undone by Perot's inclination to depict the motives of his rivals in the darkest possible
terms. This is intemperate and a sign of questionable judgment. But it is not evidence, in any specific medical sense, that Perot is
nuts.

Still, if character is destiny, it was inevitable that Perot would sooner or later give voice to the conspiratorial cast of mind that seems
to have governed his adult life. He has always been a driven man--a boat-rocker and a maverick who is determined to prove that he is
smarter and more nobly motivated than anyone around him. That is the theme of his short career in the U.S. Navy, his upstart
success in the computer-services industry and his much-publicized feud with General Motors. I'm right and they're wrong: the
system is not only bloated and inefficient, it is corrupt. That is the theme of his one-man assault on American polities this year: the
system is broke, hopelessly compromised by its own shabby accommodations and terminally incapable of producing results. Millions
of Americans essentially agree with this diagnosis, if not necessarily with Perot's prescriptions or his claims to high-minded
competence. But for a few brief weeks in early summer, Perot looked like the answer to a disgruntled voter's prayer-the gritty, homely
personification of the Horatio Alger myth come to polities, a megabucks Mr. Fixit with a Boy Scout sense of ethics and a penchant for
putting things right.

This is straight out of "Mr. Smith Goes to Washington," the 1939 Frank Capra classic about the struggle of an ordinary citizen (Jimmy
Stewart) to rescue government from a claque of venal politicians. It is a theme that has a long and honorable history in American
polities-it was the driving impulse for the Progresssive Movement, to cite just one pertinent example-and it is a role that Perot would
dearly love to have scripted for himself. But now, with the darker side of his personality emerging, Perot seems less like Jimmy
Stewart and more like Hal Phillip Walker, the mysterious third-party presidential candidate in Robert Altman's brooding 1975 film,
"Nashville.” Hal Phillip Walker is never seen on camera, though his voice is heard proclaiming that "what this country needs is some
one-syllable answers.” Sound like Ross ("It's just that simple") Perot? "Nashville" is all about the slick illusions of politics; Perot, with
his tightly controlled, lavishly bankrolled, pseudo-grass-roots campaign, knows something about illusion making, too. And
"Nashville," in the end, evokes the sense of dark forces at work behind the scenes-which is precisely the message that Perot, in his
fumbling attempt to stick it to the Republicans last week, is now sending to his followers.

But the notion that Perot's appeal fundamentally depended on Americans’ willingness to accept conspiracy theories of politics is
elitist nonsense. His poll numbers at their June zenith were simply too high for that. The available demographic data suggest Perot
scored best with registered independents with incomes of more than $50,000 a year and with voters in their 30s and 40s the upper-
middle segment of white-collar, suburban America, and people in their most productive years. This is hardly a profile of
true-believing zanies-and these are not people who, as some have suggested, can rightly be seen as proto-fascists yearning for a
dictator. Further, the decline in Perot's poll numbers after his July 16 withdrawal-he plummeted from 28 percent in mid-July to a
mere 9 percent in early October-suggests that the bulk of his support came from swing voters who were searching for a presidential
alternative in flexible, pragmatic ways.

What Perot did, in the view of many analysts, was act as a conveyor belt for swing voters and Reagan Democrats who had grown
disillusioned with the Republican Party and George Bush. Like Jerry Brown, Perot catalyzed their anger at the special interests and
the partisan games in Washington. Like Paul Tsongas, but more forcefully, he articulated the fear that America is in decline. And like
no one since Jimmy Stewart’s Mr. Smith, he evoked the dream of government without polities. That hope may be naive and even
self-contradictory-true governance means making tough choices, and politics is the way democratic societies balance the demands of
competing interest groups. But if anti-politics is ultimately illusory, it is a quintessentially American illusion. Perot not only voiced it
passionately, he apparently believed it. And the immediate beneficiary was Bill Clinton, who jumped into the lead in this year's
presidential race as soon as Perot pulled out.

His larger contribution may well have been to reinvigorate the election-year debate. With his paperback best seller and his twangy
one-liners, Perot almost single-handedly forced the twin issues of deficit control and generational fairness onto the national agenda.
This was wildly reckless by the prevailing canons of Dr. Feelgood politics, and it may be one reason Perot, with his blunt call for
raising taxes on affluent retirees, had relatively lower support among over-65 voters. His concern for the national debt, similarly,
may overstated: while most economists agree that the deficit will require firm action in the next year or so, few would go so far as to
say that the budget must be balanced at all costs by 1998. But credit where credit is due: there was little or no sign that George Bush
and Bill Clinton were prepared to discuss these primal issues before Perot re-entered the race.

Then there is the matter of Perot and the national news media. Most politicians have a love-hate relationship with reporters; Perot's
relationship with the press, despite the media's love for good copy, was even less positive than that. Reporters detest a phony, and
Perot has a touch of that: his self-deprecating humor and homespun zingers are part of his salesmans repertoire. Underneath, he's




egotistical, imperious and thin-skinned. He could not stand the press corps's skepticism, its relentless search for critics from his
business years and, most of all, its interest in his family. He probably never understood that reporters are paid to ask impertinent
questions and that somewhere in the hazing process a truer portrait of the candidate can emerge. The newsies, on the other hand,
were mostly uninterested in the issues Perot was trying to promote and almost obsessive in their conviction that a major character
flaw was lurking somewhere in his past. What they found, for the most part, was a culture clash-the conflict between Perot's
straitlaced, military style and their own irreverent disregard for Norman Rockwell pieties.

The latest knock is that Perot, with his pie charts and paid political monologues, is both sloppy with the facts and wedded to an
economic program that would punish low-income Americans. Both criticisms are arguably true, and they suggest that Perot, had he
not dropped out of the race, might well have seen his positions on the issues carved up by the media and the opposition. Then again,
maybe not: Ronald Reagan, who never mastered the details of his own programs and who was assuredly no champion of the poor,
ran and won twice on the strength of his promise to straighten out the mess in Washington. The parallel runs further. Like Reagan
and Jimmy Carter (though not George Bush), Perot appears to have gotten much of his strength from Middle America's simmering
discontent with Beltway polities-its insularity, its arrogance and its failure to offer meaningful solutions to the nation’s problems.
Those problems-the federal debt, the health-care crisis, the decay of the cities-have only gotten worse through three successive
administrations, and most Americans are well aware of that.

The message, which Perot deserves at least some credit for delivering one more time, is do something, even if it's wrong. Act like
leaders; act as if the national interest mattered. Most voters know little about the ideological tong wars that have paralyzed
Washington for the past 12 years, and only a minority of true believers on either side actually cares about them. Perot, with his hokey,
transparently unworkable nonsense about electronic town meetings and restoring government to the people, was just as likely as
Bush or Clinton to be stymied by this impasse and perhaps consumed by it. Our chance to find out what he would do, for better or
worse, disappeared when he flamed out in last July-and given what we now know about his penchant for seeing political goblins
under the national bed, that's probably just as well. But he remains one of the more fascinating and unpredictable figures of a wild
election year, and he may well haunt the next president, and Congress, for years. Did Perot change U.S. polities in some important or
lasting way? Probably not-but he is a true American original, and he has surely been fun to watch.
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Do you think there really was a plot by Republicans

to smear Perot’s daugﬁter?

All voters

26% Yes

53% No

Perot Voters

50% Yes

20% No

For this NEWSWEEK Poll, The Gallup Organization telephoned 868

likely voters Oct. 28-29. Margin of error +/- 4 percentage points.
“Don't know" and other responses not shown. The NEWSWEEK Poll
copyright 1992 by NEWSWEEK, Inc.

From all you have learned about Perot, do you think better or worse

of him now than when he first put himself forward for president?

39% Better

42% worse

15% No change

NEWSWEEK Poll, Oct. 28-29, 1992

14 Best Criminal Defense Attorneys 2014
Click Here

Join the Discussion

Loy -0
- *:'_

=i

Add a comment...

5 Also post on Facebook Posting as Kimchee Brown (Not you?)




Exhibit 91




9/6/2014 Without Ross Perot, There Would Be No Deficit Deal - Orlando Sentinel
SIGN IN EEDITION HOME DELIVERY DIGITAL MEMBERSHIPS PLACEANAD JOBS CARS REAL ESTATE PUBLIC NOTICES
B
&hypeorlando
where erlondo blogs
2:27 PMEDT

Saturday, Sep. 6, 2014
HOME LOCAL  WEATHER SPORTS

81°F

BUSINESS  ENTERTAINMENT LIFE HEALTH TRAVEL OPINION VIDEOS  CLASSIFIED

BREAKING OBITUARIES CRIME POLITICS SUNRAIL ORANGE SEMINOLE LAKE OSCEOLA WINTER PARK COLLEGE PARK

WEEKLY ADS
L 410

TRENDING | Scarlett Johansson | GhostTunes | Joan Rivers | Betty White  search & All O Busi

lislings | Search

Ehe New Hork Times

CLICK HERE

T0 FIND QUT

COLLEGE STUDENT
1 ] ! : I ]

Talk to a real person|

when you call our Customer Support!

S, HOW ARE
Eal Wl

! CLICK HERE TO FIND OUT

Related Articles
Thanks To Ross Pesot

Aide: Ross Perot Has Selected Running Mate

Garn ‘B8

Ross Perot Brings A Wake-up Call For Fiscal Sanity

£, ke 1% 1960

In This Batle, The Nerd Won
Nowemrd s f 12ud

Find More Stories About

Clinlon
Desl

Home — Collections — Clinton

Without Ross Perot, There Would Be No .
Deficit Deal _9__! 3

August 5, 1983 | By Sandy Grady, Philadeiphia Daily News

WASHINGTON — As a confirmed skeptic of Ross Perot, { never thought | would fise to the defense of
the Texas bullshooter.

Not easy defending a billionaire who is egotistical, secretive, arrogant and fickle.

It's not fashionable to say a kind word for Perot when the Washington establishment from president to
media heavyweights consider zapping Ross to be a blood sport.

And when he goes on television, which seems hourly, Perot can be as over-hyped and underclassed as
the New York Mets.

Perot had the worst 30 minutes of his video career Sunday when he fell apart undéer water-torture by
interviewers David Broder of The Washington Post, Al Hunt of The Wall Street Journal and Tim Russert*
of NBC.

He was flying high, attacking Bill Clinton's budget deal, whe'n'the__ panel grilled Perot about gaps in his own
plan. Exactly how would he cut-$141 billion in Medicare and Medicaid?

In effect, Ross said the dog ate his homework.

"If you'd told me you were going to ask that, I'd come in with my charts,” Perot-said. "l don't have the list
with me."

Pressed, Perot snapped, "You've asked me eight

limes. You're trying to do a gotcha.” Peering directly at the camera, he said, "Don't be scared by this hot
air, folks.”

Nobady chuckled more gleefully at Perot's televised meltdown than _Bill Clinton. "it was wonderful,”
Clinton told reporters in a telephone hoakup Monday. "Nice to see him answering quéstions for a.
change.”

Clinton suggested sharply that Perot keep his nose out olf the budget deal. "He doesn't have a vote in
Congress. . . . To keep wallowing around in it won't serve anybody.”

Translation: Run your speedboat, Ross, and mind your own business.

Well, forget the Clinton-Perot feud, guaranteed to blaze until the 1996 presidential vote. Never mind that
Perot, who has an outsider’s luxury of ducking specifics, had his bluff called on the NBC ta k show.

http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/1993-08-05/news/9308050846_1_ross-perot-clinton-media-trend 13
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Without Ross Perot, There Would Be No Deficit Deal - Orlando Sentinel

Instead, lel's do something contrary.to the'news media trend {end my own instincts): Give a couple of
hurrahs for Perot, Washington's forgotten winner.

Oh, this i5.a dramatic week, with Clinton's $496 billion deficit-denting deal facing a-razor-thin vote. If it
passes even if Al Gore breaks a Senate tie at 3 a.m. the Clinton White House will bust out champagne.

In truth, this should be Perot's week, Perot's triumph, Perof's celebration.
Without Ross Perdt, there would be no deficit deal. -

Think I'm overstating? As a witness to many Clinton ‘92 campaign ralliés, | heard him rave about.investing
$50 billion a year on crowd-pleasing stuff such as high-speed trains, national service so kids could afford
college, worker training and-20th- century high:tech.

If Clinton mentioned reducing the deficit, it was.tucked far downina speech and drew faint applause.
Never did he ever mentiofi hiking'gas taxes or taxes on'the elderly.-

James Carville would have stuffed a sock in his mouth.

No, it-was Perot, a twanging Jeremiah with an eight-buck haircut, who alone haped endlessly about the
deficit. After the election was over, he wouldn't shut up. Perot paid for his tube time to wam that $300
billion-a-year deficits ("a crazy aunt in the basement") were chewing up America's future.

Face it, unless Perot's pesky needling aroused the public obsession, Clinton and the Democrats wouldn't
push this tax-raising deal that could be a political death trap.-

Perot should have held a rally on Capito! Hill and declared victory. Instead; and not for the-first time, he's
making a dumb PR move..

Maybe he can't stop talking. Or he's-hyping his United We Stand membership. Or he's irked by Clinton’s
middiing success. But Perot's noisily.bashing the deficit deal'as a “failure® and "Sllly Putty stuff"” mat doesn't
really stop the red ink.

OK, Perot's correct. And Clinton admits it.

"You're right. it doesn't do enough," Clinton said to critics. "Unless you do this, you can't go onto the
second stage.”

in fact, Clinton's deficit-cutting package is eerily similar to 1990's.500 billion gizmo George Bush called
"the biggest deficit reduction deal in history." Oops,.another flop.

| suspect Perot, who.slill pratties of 50-cent gas taxes, is living in a fantasy.of the 1992 campaign’s "politics
of change.” Unl ke Clinton, Perot hasn't had to wrestle gritty politics.

With the oil-stale guys, Black Caucus, tobacco lobby and corporate cats squabbling, with no Republican
help, with Dan Rostenkowski in trouble, it's: amazing Clinton got even this mediocre deal..

Stop moaning and take a bow, Ross. It ain't perfect. But without your nagging, the 1993 deficit-deal would
never happen.

IFit passes, Clinton will raise a glass:of bubbly "to my friend Ross who madeit all poss ble.”
If you believe that, bet the Mets in the World Series.

. B
One Iron Golf System

lirongoli.com
The secretto increased distance, accuracy, and consistency.
See Also

1. Best Luxury SUVs 5. Foreclosure Listings

2. Free Makeup Samples 6. Rheumatoid Arthritis Symptoms

3. High Yield Investments 7. Early Retirement Planning

4. Refinance Mortgage Rates 8. Colon Cancer Causes

Featured Articles

23




9/6/2014 Without Ross Perot, There Would Be No.Deficit Deal - Orlando Sentinel

—~

sailliies
WAL

o L& BT
Daytona Pier. reopens with Joe's Florida's got beaches for dog Florida beaches moving up on
Crab Shack day aftemoons Dr. Beach best beaches in the

U.S. list
MORE:
Puerto Rico birth certificates: How to get a new ane Lottery resutts for Powerball, Florida Lotto
Lottery resuits for Powesball, Florida Lotto Do your homework before painting or sealing cool deck
Lottery resutts for Powerball, Florida Lotto That Oriando roller coaster crash you read about on

Facebook?'it's a hoax

01‘ d - Indes by Keyword | IndexbyDate | PrivacyPaolicy | Terms of Service
]an 0 S ent lnel Picass now ihe Green-nsd inked ariche Wyt has Deen upping comnuraelly wiihout any mwalvemant hom

OUF NEWSIDOm £RNeS, 1EPCORrS o Ary other einnial staft

http/farticles.orlandosentinel.com/1993-08-05/news/9308050846_1_ross-perot-clinton-media-trend




Exhip

1t 92



. .' Form 990

Return of Organization Exempt From Income Tax

Under section 501(c), 527, or 4947(a)(1) of the internal Revenue Code
(except black lung benefit trust or private foundation)

OMB No 1545 0047

2008

E.TS:’..'Q’."E:&:A.‘E" s:'ﬁ?: & » The orgamization may have to use a copy of this return to sabisfy state reporting requirements Open to Public Inspection
For the 2008 calendar year, or tax year beginning _ , 2008, and ending 5
B Check 1l apphcable D Employer Identification Number
Aodiess crange | W3 1aber’ | COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
Name change o ',',':' 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVENUE, NW #445 E Telephone number
Initial return li::e::aﬁ‘c_ WASHINGTON, DC 20036-6802 202-872-1020
Terminalion tions
A retutn G Gross receipts $ 1,213,309.
Application pending F Name and address of prncipal officer H(a) Is this a group return for attihates? E ves 1X|No
SAME AS C ABOVE H(b) Arlo alll affikates included? Yes No
| Tax-exempl status [X]501(c) (3 ___ )= (nsertno) | 149a7@()or ] 527 W Mo atiach a lst (see meliuchions)
J  Website: » N/A Hic) Group t ver ™
K Type of org D?]Cv I—I Trust EL Association l_l Other ™ JJ. Year of Formaton 1987 l M State of legal domicite  DC
[Parti | Summary
1 Briefly describe the organization’s mission or most significant activiies ORGANIZE PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE _ _ _ _ _
g PRESIDENTIAL DERATES _ o o o o o o o o o o e e e o e e
[
-5
2| 2 Check ihis box » D-If the orgamization discontinued its operations or disposed of more than 25% of ils assets
g 3 Number of voting members of the governing body (Part VI, line 1a) 3 ) 11
o | 4 Number of ndependent voting members of the governing b 4 11
% 5 Total number of employees (Part V, line 2a) E ‘ 5 3
% 6 Total number of volunteers (estimate if necessary) 8 6 0
< | 7a Total gross unrelated business revenue from Part Viil, line | joluﬂbg:)l 7 2008 (o) 7a 0.
b Nel unrelated business taxable income from Form 990-T, lin y‘) 7b 0.
_JCZ] Pprior Year Current Year
o | 8 Contnibutions and grants (Part Vill, line 1h) OGDENA uTt 5,750,042. 1,085,000.
21 9 Program service revenue (Part VI, line 2g) R
% 10 Invesiment income (Part VIII, column (A), hnes 3. 4, and 7d) 21,156. 125,711.
€ | 11 Other revenue (Part VIII, column (A), hnes 5, 6d, 8¢, 9¢c, 10c, and 11¢) 2,400. 2,598,
12 Total revenue — add lines 8 through 11 (must equal Part VI, column (A), ine 12) 5,773,598. 1,213,309.
13 Grants and similar amounts paid (Part IX, column (A), lines 1-3)
14 Benefits paid to or for members (Part 1X, column (A), line 4)
» | 15 Salanes, other compensation, employee benefits (Part IX, column (A), lines 5-10) 228,017. 432,593.
§ 16 a Professional fundraising fees (Part I1X, column (A), line 11¢)
% b Total fundraising expenses (Part IX, column (D), line 25) » 13,540.
17 Other expenses (Part IX, column (A), lines 11a-11d, 11{-24f) 341, 808. 3,059,990.
18 Total expenses Add hines 13.17 (must equal Part I1X, column (A), line 25) 569, 825. 3,492,583.
19 Revenue less expenses Subtract ine 18 from line 12 5,203,773. -2,279,274.
gg Beginning of Year End of Year
831 20 Total assels (Part X, line 16) 5,745, 736. 3,624,456.
i; 21 Total habiliies (Part X, line 26) 10, 367. 168, 360.
2i| 22 Nel assels or fund balances. Sublracl ine 21 from line 20 5,735,3689. 3,456,096.

] Signature Block

Undes penalties of g'e‘%ur A Iseclane thal | have examined this retyrn, mchg;?gdacoom'panynm .sd\egmﬁl g:m slalemn’?als, and to the gggl of my knowledge and belef, it 1s

S any knowle

true, correcl, and ¢ lete Declaralion of preparer (other than officer) 1s on all

Sygnawre of officer L
RIANST —H . BrRowN

ype or prnt name and litle

EXF L

L/ieo fog
Daw’ ’
vz, DT

9930 Guy:

aid ; 2&3} . pate Check (e nslicbonefrno number
Piepater s , employed *
re- ~ |[sgrawe P NTEL B. JEFFERSON, CPA P00067024
g;e's Fum's rame o DENBURG & LOW, PA, CPAS
Only Soioveds. > 1350 CONNECTICUT AVE, NW, 850 en_ > 52-1468002
e ®™  WASHINGTON, DC 20036 Phoneno > 202-785-5600

May the IRS discuss this return with the preparer shown above? (see insiructions)

“TX] Yes | | No

BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the separate instructions.

TEEAOII2L 122268  Form 990 (2008)
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Form 990 (2008) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 2
* [Partlii_| Statement of Program Service Accomplishments (see instructions)
1 Bﬁefly describe the organization's mission
ORGANIZE PRESIDENTIAL AND VICE PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES _ __ _______________________
2 Did the organization undertake any significant program services during the year which were not listed on the prior
Form 990 or 990-E2? [ Yes [X] wo
If 'Yes,’ describe these new services on Schedule O
3 Dud the organization cease conducling, or make significant changes in how 1t conducts, any program services? D Yes [z] No

If ‘Yes,' describe these changes on Schedule O

4 Descnibe the exempt purpose achievements for each of the organization's three largest program services by expenses Section 501(c)(3)
and 501(c)(4) orgamzations and section 4947(a)(1) trusts are required to report the amount of grants and allocations to others, the total
expenses, and revenue, if any, for each program service reported

4a (Code | ] ) (Expenses $ 3,007,012, including grants of $ ) (Revenue $

SYMPOSTUMS e ———— e
4b (Code ] ') Expenses $ including grants of $ ) (Revenue $ )
4c¢ (Code _ -i) (Expenses .$ including grants of $ ) (Revenue § )

4d Other program services (Descnbe in Schedule O )

(Expenses  § including grants of _ § ) (Revenue $ )
4e Total program service expenses » $ 3,007,012, (Mustequal Part IX, Line 25, column (B) )

BAA TEEADIOZ2L 12/24/08 Form 990 (2008)



* Form 990 (2008) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 3
[Part IV [Checkiist of Required Schedules

Yes | No
1 Is the organization described in section 501(c)(3) or 4947(a)(1) (other than a private foundation)? If 'Yes,’ complete
Schedule A 1] X
2 Is the orgamization required to complete Schedule B, Schedule of Contributors? 2 X
3 Did the orgamzation engage in direcl or indirect pohtical campaign activities on behalf of or in opposition to candidates
for public office? If 'Yes," complete Schedule C, Part | 3 X
4 Section 501(cX3) organizations Did Lhe organization engage in lobbying activities? If 'Yes,’ complete Schedule C, Part Il 4 X
5 Section 501(cX4), 501(cX5), and 501;c)$6) organizations. Is the organization subject to the section 6033(e) notice and
reporling requrement and proxy tax? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule C, Part Il 5
6 Did the orgarzation maintain any donor adwised funds or any accounts where donors have the night to provide advice
on the distribution or investment of amounts in such funds or accounts? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part | 6 X
7 Dud the orgamzation receive or hold a conservation easement, including easements to preserve open space, the
environment, historic land areas or historic structures? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part Il 7 X
8 Did the orgamzation maintain collections of works of art, historical treasures, or other similar assets? /f 'Yes,'
complete Schedule D, Part Il 8 X
9 Dud the orgamzation report an amount in Part X, ine 21, serve as a custodian for amounts not listed in Part X,
or provide credit counseling, debt management, credit repair, or debt negotiation services? If 'Yes,' complete
Schedule D, Part IV 9 X
10 Did the orgamzation hold assets in term, permanent, or quasi-endowments? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Part V 10 X
11 D the orﬁanuzahon report an amount in Part X, lines 10, 12, 13, 15, or 257 /f ‘Yes,' complete Schedule D, Parts VI,
VI, VIII, IX, or X as applcable 11 X
12 Did the orgamzation receive an audited financial statement for the year for which it 1Is completing this return that was
prepared in accordance with GAAP? If ‘'Yes,' complete Schedule D, Parts XI, Xil, and Xl 12 X
13 Is the orgamization a school described in section 170(b)(1)(A)Y(n)? If ‘Yes,’ complete Schedule E 13 X
142 Did the organization maintain an office, employees, or agents outside of the US ? 14a X
b Did the organization have aggregate revenues or expenses of more than $10,000 from granlmakmg, fundraising, ’
business, and program service activities outside the U S ? If 'Yes,’ complete Schedule F, Part | 14b X
15 Did the orgamization report on Part X, column (A), ine 3, more than $5,000 of 9ranls or assistance to any orgamization
or entity located outside the United States? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule F, Part Il 15 X
16 Did the orgamzation report on Part IX, column $A>' iine 3, more than $5,000 of a g’regate grants or assistance to
individuals locaied oulside the United Stales? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule F, Part i 16 X
17 Dud the orgamzation report more than $15,000 on Part IX, column (A), line 11e? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule G, Part | 17 X
18 Did the orgamzation report more than $15,000 total on Part VIll, lines 1¢ and 8a? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule G, Part Il | 18 X
19 Dud the orgamzation report more than $15,000 on Part VIIL, line 9a? If 'Yes,’ complete Schedule G, Part il 19 X
20 Did the organization operate one or more hospitals? If 'Yes,’ complete Schedule H 20 X
21 Dud the organization report more than $5,000 on Part IX, column (A), line 17 If ‘Yes, ' complete Schedule |, Parts | and II 21 X
22 Did the organization report more than $5,000 on Part IX, column (A), line 2? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule I, Parts 1 and I 22 X
23 Oud the orgamzation answer ‘Yes' to Part VI, Section A, questions 3, 4, or 5? If ‘Yes,' complete
Schedule J 23 X
242 Did the organization have a tax-exempt bond issue with an outstanding principal amount of more than $100,000
as of the last day of the year, and that was ssued afier December 31, 2002? If 'Yes,' answer questions 24b-24d and
complete Schedule K If 'No,‘go to question 25 24a X
b Did the organization invest any proceeds of tax-exempt bonds beyond a temporary penod exception? 24b
c Did the organization maintain an escrow account other than a refunding escrow al any time during the year to defease
any {ax-exempt bonds? 24c¢
d Did the organization act as an ‘on behalf of' issuer for bonds oulstanding at any ime during the year? 24d
25a Section 501(cX3) and 501(cX4) organizations. Did the organization engaFe In an excess benefit transaction with a
disqualified person duning the year? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule L, Part . 25a X
b Did the orgamzation become aware that it had en?aged in an excess benefit transacltion with a disqualified person from
a prior year? If 'Yes,’' complete Schedule L, Part 25b X
26 Was a loan to or by a currenl or former officer, director, trusiee, ke‘y employee, highly compensated employee, or
disqualified person oulslanding as of the end of the orgamzalion's tax year? If *Yes, ‘' complete Schedule L, Part Il 26 X
27 Dud the orgamzation provide a grant or other assistance to an officer, director, trustee, key emrloyee, or subslanhal
coninbulor, or to a person related 1o such an individual? If ‘Yes,’ complete Schedule L, Part Il 27 X
BAA Form 990 (2008)

TEEAO103L 10/13/08




‘' Form 990 (2008') COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 4
[Part iV~ [Checklist of Required Schedules (continued)
' Yes| No
28 During the tax year, did any person who is a current or former officer, director, trustee, or key employee
a Have a dwect business relationship with the organization (other than as an officer, director, trustee, or emploree),
or an indirect business relationship through ownership of more than 35% in another ent‘ﬂ/ (individually or collectively
with other person(s) listed in Part VII, Section A)? /f 'Yes,* complete Schedule L, Part | 283 X
b Have a family member who had a direct or indirect business relationship with the organization? If 'Yes,’ complete
Schedule L, Part IV 28b X
¢ Serve as an officer, director, trustee, key employee, }Jarlner, or merhber of an ent;t,y (or a shareholder of a professional
corporation) doing business with the organization? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule L, Part IV 28¢ X
29 Dud the organmization receive more than $25,000 in non-cash contributions? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule M 29 X
30 Did the organization receive contributions of art, historical treasures, or other similar assets, or qualified conservation
contribulions? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule M 30 X
31 Did the organization hiquidate, terminate, or dissolve and cease operations? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule N, Part | 3 X
32 Dd the orglamzahon sell, exchange, dispose of, or iransfer more than 25% of its net assets? /f ‘Yes,' complete
Schedule N, Part Il 32 X
33 Did the orgarization own 100% of an enlity disregarded as separale from the organization under Regulations sections
301 7701.2 and 301 7701-3? If 'Yes," complete Schedule R, Part | 33 X
34 \’Nas 'Ihe organizalion relaled to any tax-exempt or taxable entity? /f 'Yes,’' complete Schedule R, Parts Il, lll, IV, and V, u X
ine
35 Is an\//related organization a controlled entily within the meaning of section 512(b)(13)? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule R.
Part V, line 2 35 X
36 Section 501 cx3} organizations. Did the orﬁamzahon make any transfers to an exempt non-chantable related
organization? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule R, Part V, ine 2 36 X
37 Dud the organization conduct more than 5% of its activities through an entity that 1s not a related organization and that is!
treated as a partnership for federal iIncome tax purposes? /f 'Yes,' complete Schedule R, Part VI 37 1 X
BAA Form 990 (2008)

TEEAOI04L 12/18/08
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Form 990 (2008) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page §
[PatV__[Statements Regarding Other IRS Filings and Tax Compliance

Yes | No
1a Enter the number reported in Box 3 of form 1096, Annual Summary and Transmuttal of U.S
Information Returns Enter -0- if not applicable la 21
b Enter the number of Forms W-2G included in ine 1a Enter -0- if not applicable 1b 0
¢ Did the organization comply with backup withholding rules for reportable payments to vendors and reportable gaming
(gambling) winnings to prize winners? 1¢| X
2 a Enter the number of employees reported on Form W-3, Transmittal of Wage and Tax Statements, filed for the
calendar year ending with or within the year covered by this return 2a 5
2b If al least one 1s reporied on hine 2a, did the organization file all required federal employment tax returns? 2b] X
Note. If the sum of lines 1a and 2a 1s greater than 250, you may be required to e-file this return (see instructions)
3a Did the orq)amzahon have unrelaled business gross income of $1,000 or more durning the year covered by
this return 3a X
b i 'Yes' has it filed a Form 990-T for this year? If ‘No,' provide an explanation in Schedule O 3b
42 At any time duning the calendar year, did the organization have an inlerest in, or a signature or other authonty over, a
financial account in a foreign country (such as a bank account, securities account, or other financial account) 4a X
b If ‘Yes,' enter the name of the foreign country »
See the instructions for exceptions and filing requirements for Form TD F 90-22.1, Report of Foreign Bank and
Financial Accounts
5a Was the organization a parly to a prohibited tax shelter transaction at any time during the tax year? Sa X
b Did any taxable party notify the organization that it was or 1s a parly lo a prohibited tax sheller transaction? 5b X
c If 'Yes,’ to question 5a or 5b, did the orgamization file Form 8886-T, Disclosure by Tax-Exempt Entity Regarding
Prohibited Tax Shelter Transaction? 5c
6a Dud the orgamization solicit any contributions that were not tax deductible? 6a X
b If 'Yes,' did the orgarmization include with every solicitation an express statement that such contributions or gifts were not
deductible? 6b
7 Organizations that may receive deductibfe contributions under section 170(c). .
a Dud the organization provide goods or services in exchange for any quid pro quo contribution of more than $75? 7a X
b If 'Yes,' did the orgamization notify the donor of the value of the goods or services provided? 7b)
¢ Dud the ogrgamzahon sell, exchange, or otherwise dispose of tangible personal property for which it was required to file
Form 82827 7c X
d If "Yes,' indicate the number of Forms 8282 filed during the year I 7d|
e Did the organmization, during the year, receive any funds, directly or indirectly, to pay premiums on a personal
benefit contraci? 7e X
f Did the organization, during the year, pay premiums, drectly or indirectly, on a personal benefit contract? 7f X
g For all contnibutions of qualified intellectual property, did the organization file Form 8899 as required? 7 X
h For all contributions of cars, boats, airplanes, and other vehicles, did the organization file a Form 1098-C as required? 7h X
8 Section 501(cX3) and other sponsoring organizations maintaining donor advised funds and section 50%(ax3)
supporting organizations. Did the supporting organization, or a fund maintained by a sponsoring organization, have
excess business holdings at any time during the year? 8
9 Section 501(c)X3) and other sponsoring organizations maintaining donor advised funds.
a Did the orgamization make any taxable distnbutions under section 49667 9a
b Did the organization make any distribution to a donor, donor advisor, or related person? 9b
10 Section 501(cX7) organizations. Enter
a Initiation fees and capital contributions included on Part VI, line 12 10a|
b Gross Recepls, included on Form 990, Part VIII, ine 12, for public use of club facilities 10bl
11 Section 501(c)X12) organizations. Enter
a Gross income from other members or shareholders Ma
b Gross income from other sources (Do not net amounts due or paid to other sources against
amounts due or received from them ) 11b
12a Section 4947(a)(1) non-exempt charitable trusts. Is the orgamzation filing Form 990 in heu of Form 1041? 12a
b If ‘Yes,' enter the amount of tax-exempt interest received or accrued during the year 12b
BAA Form 990 (2008)
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* Form 990 (2008) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 6

[Part VI_| Governance, Management and Disclosure (Sections A, B, and C request information about policies not

required by the Internal Revenue Code.)

Section A. Governing Body and Management

For each 'Yes' response to hines 2-7b below, and for a ‘No' response to lines 8 or 9b below, describe the circumstances, Yes | No
processes, or changes in Schedule O See instructions
1 a Enter the number of voting members of the governing body 1a 11
b Enter the number of voling members that are independent 1b 11
2 D any officer, director, iruslee, or key employee have a family relationship or a business relationship with any other
officer, director, trusiee or key employee? 2 X
3 Did the organization delegate control over management duties customarily performed by or under the direct supervision
of officers, directors or trustees, or key employees o 2 management company or other person? 3 X
4 Dud the organization make any significant changes to its orgamzational documents . 4 X
since the prior Form 990 was filed? :
5 Did the organization become aware during the year of a material diversion of the organization's assets? 5 X
6 Does the organization have members or stockhoiders? SEE SCHEDULE O 6 | X
7a Does the organization have members, stockholders, or other persons who may elect one or more members of the
governing body? ’ 7a X
b Are any decisions of the governing body subject to approval by members, stockholders, or other persons? 7b X
8 Did the organization contemporaneously document the meetings held or written actions underiaken during the year by
the following
a The governing body? 8a] X
b Each committee with authonty to act on behalf of the governing body? 8b) X
9a Does the orgamization have local chapters, branches, or affiliates? 9a X
b If 'Yes,’ does the organization have written policies and procedures ‘govermng the activities of such chapters, affihates,
and branches to ensure their operations are consistent with those of the organization? 9b
10 Was a copy of the Form 990 provided to the organization's governing body before it was filed? All organizations must
descnibe 1n Schedule O the process, if any, the organizalion uses to review the Form 990 SEE SCHEDILE O 10 | X
11 Is there any officer, director or trustee, or key employee listed in Part VIi, Section A, who cannot be reached at the
organization's mailing address? If 'Yes,' provide the names and addresses in Schedule O 11 X
Section B. Policies
Yes | No
122 Does the orgamization have a written conflict of interest policy? /f ‘No,’ go fo iine 13 12aj X
b Are officers, directors or trustees, and key employees required to disclose annually interesls that could give nise
to conflicts? 12b X
¢ Does the organization regularly and consistently monitor and enforce comphance with the policy? /f ‘Yes,' describe in
Schedule O how this 1s done SEE SCHEY.DULE 0 . 112¢] X
13 Does the organization have a wntten whistleblower policy? : 13 ] X
14 Does the organization have a wntten document retention and desliruction policy? 14 | X
15 0Dud the process for determining compensation of the following persons include a review and approval by independent
persons, comparabtity data, and contemporaneous substantiation of the deliberation and decision-
a The organmization's CEO, Executive Director, or top management official? 15a] X
b Other officers of key employees of the organization? SEE SCHEDULE 0O 15b X
Describe the process In Schedule O (see instructions)
16a Did the organization invest in, contribute assets to, or participate in a joint venture or similar arrangement with a taxable
enlty during the year? _ 16a X
b If 'Yes,' has the organization adopted a wnitten policy or procedure requiring the organization to evaluate its participation
in j0int venture arrangements under applicable federal tax law, and taken steps to safeguard the orgarization's exempt
status with respect to such arrangements? 16b

Section C. Disclosures

17
18

19
20

Section 6104 requires an organization to make its Forms 1023 (or 1024 if applicable), 990, and 990-T (501(c)(3)s only) available for public
inspection Indicale how you make these available Check all that apply

[:] Own website D Another's website [:)g Upon request

Describe in Schedule O whether (and if so, how) the organization makes its governing documents, conflict of interest policy, and financial
stalements available to the public ~ SEE S HEDULE O
State the name, physical address, and telephone number of the person who possesses the books and records of the organization

> JANET BROWN 1200 NEW HAMPSHIRE AVE., NW _WASHINGTON DC_20036-6802 202-872-1020

— " ———— o ——— ——— ——————— . ———— . G . e e o . ————— i —

BAA Form 990 (2008)
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* Form 990 (2008) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 7

(Part VIl | Comrensation of Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, Highest Compensated
Employees, and Independent Contractors

Section A. Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees
1a Complete this table for all persons required to be fisted Use Schedule J-2 if additional space 1s needed.

® List all of the orgamization’s current officers, directors, trustees §whether individuals or organizations), regardless of amount of
compensation, and currént key employees Enter -0- in columns (D), (E}, and (F) if no compensation was paid

® List the organization’s five current highest compensated employees (olher than an officer, director, trustee, or key employee) who
refetnvgd reportatble compensation (Box 5 of Form W-2 and/or Box 7 of Form 1099-MISC) or more than $100,000 from the organization and any
related organizations

® List all of the organization’s former officers, key employees, and highest compensated employees who received more than $100,000 of
reportable compensation from the organization and any related organizations

® List all of the organization’s former directors or trustees thal received, in the capacily as a former director or trustee of the
organization, more than $10,000 of reportable compensation from the organization and any related organizations

List persons in the following order individual trustees or directors, institutional trustees, officers, key employees, highest compensated
employees, and former such persons

[—I Check this box if the organization did not compensate any officer, director, trustee, or key employee

Q) (B) (c) (D) (E) D)
Name and Title A;::'a’ge Position (check all that apply) Reportable Reportable Estimated
— from compensation from amount of other
perweek | @ 3| 3 g 5 g ° the organization related organizations compensalion
eg|g|s 43 ; (W.2/1099-MISC) W-2/1099-MISC) 1om the
galE|[%]5]|a2 organizalion
x| 3] |5]%s b
s|& g F organiza
JHENE
5 g
° g
FRANK J. FAHRENKOPF, JR. _ |
CO-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0 0 0
PAUL G. KIRK, JR. _______
CO-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
NEWTON N._MINOW __ _ _____
VICE-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
JOHN C. DANFORTH _ _ _ _ __ _ |
VICE-CHAIRMAN 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
ANTONIA HERNANDEZ _ _ _ _ _ _ i '
SECRETARY 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
H. PATRICK SWYGERT _ __ __ |
DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
MICHAEL D. MCCURRY _ __ __ |
DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
LCAROLINE KENNEDY _ __ __ _ _
DIRECTOR 1 X 0. 0. 0.
JANET H. BROWN _______ __ .q
EXEC. DIRECTOR 40 X 200, 000. 0. 46, 000.
HOWARD G. BUFFET __ _____ 4
TREASURER 1 X X 0. 0. 0.
DOROTHY RIDINGS _ ___ ____|
DIRECTOR ) 1 X 0. 0. 0.
SEN. ALAN K. SIMPSON _ __ _ |
DIRECTOR 1 X 0 0 0
\

BAA TEEAQIO7L 04/24/09 Form 990 (2008)




Form 990 (2008) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 8

| Part Vil | Section A. Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Emp

loyees (cont.)

(0] (8) © @) (E) 1))
Name and Tille Average | Posilion (check ail that apply) Reponable Reportable Estimated
hours fe—=T3 =] v ¢ from | compensalion from amounl of other
per week . 21218 K E] 1 e the organization related oagamzahons compensalion
< g ala g (W 2/1099-MISC) (W 2/1059 MISC) from the
3 E Sl |58 - organization
588 SBa and related
sl 21 3 organizations
H LRI
8% g
g
1b Total > 200,000. 0. 46, 000.
2 Total number of individuals (including those in 1a) who received more than $100,000 in reportable compensation from the
organization ™ 1
Yes | No
3 Did the orgamzahon list any former officer, direclor or trustee, key employee, or highest compensated employee
on line 1a? If 'Yes,' complete Schedule J for such individual 3 X
4 For any individual listed on hne 1a, 1s the sum of reportable compensation and other compensation from
the organization and related organizations greater than $150,0007 If 'Yes' complete Schedule J for such
individual 4 X
5 Did any person listed on ine 1a receive or accrue compensation from any unrelated organization for services
rendered to the organization? If ‘Yes,' complete Schedule J for such person 5 X
Section B. Independent Contractors
1 Complete this table for your five highest compensated independent contractors that received more than $100,000 of
compensation from the organization
Q) @) ©)
Name and business address Description of Services Compensation
IN TANDEM II PRODUCTIONS 129 W 89TH ST. NEW YORK, NY SUP. PRODUCER/ EVENT 265,351.
JOHN HALLORAN ASSOC., LLC 2412 E. WINTER PARK RD WINTER PARK, FL EVENT PRODUCTION 657, 389.
MARTIN SLUTSKY 3136 HUNTERS HILL RD NASHVILLE, TN EXECUTIVE PRODUCER 165, 000.
OSA INTERNATIONAL 537 N. EDGEWOOD AVE. WOOD DALE, IL DEBATE PRODUCTION 177,245,
TSA INC. PO BOX 153 NEWINGTON, VA SET CONSTRUCTION 193, 955.
2 Total number of independent contractors (including those in 1) who received more than $100,000 in
compensation from the orgamization * 7

BAA TEEAOI08L 10/13/08

Form 990 (2008)




Form 990 (2008)

COMMIS§_ION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 9
[Part VIlI[ Statement of Revenue
(A) (B) (C) (D)
Total revenue Related or Unrelated Revenue
funchen business | ®\ides sechone”
revenue 512, 513, or 514
.| 1@ Federaled campaigns 1a '
S2| b Membership dues 1b
gg ¢ Fundraising events 1c
%g d Related organizations 1d
2§ e Government grants (contributions) le
vg-ﬁ f All other contributions, gifts, grants, and
aZ similar amounts not included above 14| 1,085,000.
Eg @ Noncash contribns wncluded in Ins 1a-1f
8%| h Total. Add lines 1a-1f »| 1,085,000.
] Businoss Code
Sl 20
2 S
8 c T TTTTTTTTETETTTT
B| e IIIIIIIIIIIIIILC
3| e _ o —_
S |t All other program service revenue
g 9 Total. Add lines 2a-2f >
3 Investment income (including dividends, interest and
other similar amounts) 125,711. 125,711.
4 Income from investment of tax-exempt bond proceeds *
5 Royalties >
(1) Real (n) Personal
6a Gross Rents __2,400.
b Less rental expenses
< Rental icome of {loss) 2,400,
d Net rental income or (loss) > 2,400, 2,400.
7:a Gross amount from sales of () Securibes () Other
assets other than inventory
b Less cost or other basts
and sales expenses
¢ Gain or (loss)
d Net gain or (loss) »
w | 8@ Gross income from fundraising events
2 (not including
E of contributions reported on line 1¢)
= See Part IV, ne 18 a
£ | blLess drect expenses b
o ¢ Net income or (loss) from fundraising events »
9a Gross income from gaming activibies
See Part IV, line 19 a
b Less direct expenses b,
¢ Net income or (loss) from gaming aclivities >
10a Gross sales of inventory, less returns
and allowances
b Less cost of goods sold b
¢ Net income or (loss) from sales of inventory >
Miscellaneous Revenue Business Code
11a OTHER INCOME 198. 198.
b_ _ e _
€ o o
d All other revenue
e Total. Add lines 11a-11d > 198.
12 Total Revenue. Add hines 1h, 2g, 3, 4, 5, 6d, 7d, 8¢, 9c,
10c, and 1le 1,213,309. 198. 0. 128,111.
BAA TEEADI0SL 12/18/2008 Form 990 (2008)




Form 990 FZOOS!

' [PartiX | Statement of Functional Expenses

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

52-1500977

Page 10

Section 501(c)3) and 501(cX4) organizations must complete all columns.
All other organizations must complete column (A) but are not required to complete columns (B), (C), and (D).

Do
6b,

not include amounts reported on lines
7b, 8b, 9b, and 10b of Part VIll,

(A)
Total expenses

(8)
Program service
expenses

(C)
Management and
general expenses

(D)
Fundraising
expenses

1

10
n

12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22

23
24

25

Grants and other assistance to governments
and organizations in the US See Part IV,
line 21

Grants and other assistance to individuals in
the US See Part IV, line 22

Grants and other assistance to governments,

or%amzahons, and individuals outside the
U S- See Part IV, lines 15 and 16

Benefits paid to or for members

Compensation of current officers, directors,
trustees, and key employees

Compensation not included above, to
disqualified persons (as defined under
section 4958(f)(1) and persons described in
section 4958(c)(3)(B)

Other salanes and wages

Penston plan contribulions (include section
401 (k) and section 403(b) employer
contributions)

Other employee benefils
Payroll taxes
Fees for services (non-employees)
a Management
b Legal
¢ Accounting
d Lobbying
e Prof fundraising sves See Part IV, In 17
f Investment management fees
g Other
Advertising and promotion
Office expenses
Intormation technology
Royalties
Occupancy

Travel

Payments of travel or entertainment
exgenses for any federal, state, or local
pubhc officials

Conferences, convenlions, and meetings
Interest

Payments to affihates

Depreciation, depletion, and amortization
Insurance

Other expenses Itemize expenses not
covered above (Expenses grouped together
and labeled miscellaneous may not exceed
5% of total expenses shown on line 25
below )

a PRODUCTION STAFF_ EXPENSE

-—— e T e e e e = - ——

f All other expenses
Total functional expenses Add lines 1 through 24f

200,000.

150, 000.

40, 000.

10, 000.

0.

133,750.

40,125.

67,250.

14,795.

2,690.

10,338.

10,338.

21,255.

4,676.

850.

50,732,

50,732.

68,207.

68,207.

33,849.

33,849.

105,983.

105,983.

307,348.

307, 348.

7,956,

7,956.

37,771.

37,771,

789,347.

789, 347.

699,174,

699,174.

599,929.

599,929.

85,500.

95,500.

90,641.

75,000.

15,641,

173,547.

131,595.

41,952,

3,492,583,

3,007,012,

472,031.

13,540.

26

Joint Costs. Check here = |_| 1f following
SOP 98-2 Complete this iine only if the
organization reported in column (B) joint
costs from a combined educational
campaign and fundraising solication

BAA

TEEAOII0L

1219/08

Form 990 (2008)




Form 990 (2008) COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 11
[Part X | Balance Sheet
' Q) (
Beginning of year End of year
1 Cash — non-interest-bearing 231,995.] 1 87,882.
2 Savings and temporary cash investments 3,992,982.1 2 3,368,518.
3 Pledges and grants receivable, net 3
4 Accounts receivable, nel 1,450,000.] 4 18,576.
5 Recewvables from current and former officers, directors, trustees, key employees,
or other related parties Complete Part |l of Schedule L 5
6 Receivables from other disqualified persons (as defined under section 4958(f)(1))
A and persons described in section 4958(c)(3)(8) Complete Part Il of Schedule L 6
g 7 Notes and loans receivable, net 7
; 8 Inventories for sale or use 8
s | 9 Prepaid expenses and deferred charges 46,724.] 9 125,128.
10a Land. bulldings, and equipment cost basis 10a 79,425.
b Less accumulated depreciation Complete Part VI of
Schedule D 10b 62,972, 16,136.] 10¢ 16,453.
11 investments — publicly-traded securiies 11
12 Investments — other securities See Part IV, line 11 12
13 Investiments — program-related See Part IV, line 11 13
14 Intangible assels 14
15 Other assets See Parlt IV, line 11 7,899.{15 7,899.
16 Total assets Add lines 1 through 15 (must equal ine 34) 5,745,736.] 16 3,624,456.
17 Accounts payable and accrued expenses 10, 366.]17 168, 360.
18 Grants payable 18
19 Deferred revenue 19
Y120 Tax-exempt bond habilities 20
8121 Escrow account hiability Complete Part IV of Schedule D 21
.'_ 22 Payables to current and former officers, directors, trustees, key employees,
_} highest compensated employees, and disqualified persons Complete Part Il
é of Schedule L 22
s | 23 Secured mortgages and notes payable to unrelated third parties 23
24 Unsecured notes and loans payable 24
25 Other habiities Complele Part X of Schedule D 1.125
26 _Total liabilities. Add lines 17 through 25 10,367.] 26 168,360.
] Organizations that follow SFAS 117, check here » E and complete lines
T 27 through 29 and lines 33 and 34.
§ 27 Unresiricted net assets 5,735,369.j27 3,456,096.
28 Temporarily restricted net assels 28
{ 29 Permanently restricted net assets 29
] Organizations that do not follow SFAS 117, check here > D and complete
F lines 30 through 34.
§ Capilal stock or rust principal, or curreni funds 30
gl n Paid-in or capilal surplus, or land, bullding, and equipment fund 31
k | 32 Relained earnings, endowment, accumulaled income, or other funds 32
g 33 Total net assets or fund balances. 5,735,369.] 33 3,456,096.
5| 34 Tolal habiities and net assets/fund balances 5,745,736.] 34 3,624,456.
[Part XI | Financial Statements and Reporting
Yes | No
1 Accounting method used o prepare the Form 990 D Cash [Z] Accrual D Other
2a Were the organization's financial statements compiled or reviewed by an independent accountant? 2a X
b Were the organization's financial statemenls audited by an independent accountant? 2b] X
c If 'Yes' to 2a or 2b, does the organization have a committee that assumes responsibility for oversight of the audit,
review, or compilation of its financial stiatements and selection of an independent accountant? 2c] X
3a As a result of a federal award, was the organization required to undergo an audit or audits as set forth in the Single
Audit Act and OMB Circular A-133? 3a X
b If 'Yes," did the organization undergo the required audit or audits? 3b |
BAA Form 930 (2008)
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OMB No_1545.0047

SCHEDULEA Public Charity Status and Public Support 2008

To be completed by all section 501 (cX3) organizations and section 4947(aX1)
nonexempt charitable trusts.

Oepartment of the Treasur Open to P‘Ub“c
Iniernal Revenue Service * Attach to Form 990 or Form 990-EZ. » See separate instructions. Inspection
Name of the organization . .| Employer identfication number
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 152-1500977

(Part | |Reason for Public Charity Status (All organizations must complete this part.) (see instructions)

The organization 1s not a private foundation because il 1s (Please check only one organization )

1 A church, conveniion of churches or association of churches described in section 170(b)X1XAXi).

2 A school described in section 170(b)(1)A)(ji). (Altach Schedule E )

3 A hospital or cooperative hospital service organization described in section 170(b)1XAXiii). (Attach Schedule H.)

4 A medical research organization operated in conjunction with a hospital described 1n section 170(bX1)AXIii) Enter the hospital's
name, city, and state _ o

5 D An organization operated for the benefit of a college or university owned or operated by a governmental unit described in section
170(bX1XAXiv). (Complete Part 11)

6 A federal, state, or local government or governmental unit described 1in section 170(b)1XAXv).

7 |X| An organization that normally receives a substantial part of its support from a governmental unit or from the general public described
in section 170(bX1XAXvi). (Complete Part II )

8 A community trust descnibed in section 170(b)(1XAXvi). (Complete Part I ) .

9 An organization that normally receives (1) more than 33-1/3 % of its support from contnbutions, membership fees, and gross receipts
from activities related to its exempt functions — subject to certain exceptions, and (2) no more than 33-1/3 % of its support from gross
invesiment income and unrelated business taxable income (less section 511 tax) from businesses acquired by the organization after
June 30, 1975 See section 509(a)2). (Completle Part Ill )

10 An organization organized and operated exclusively to test for public safety See section 509%(aX4). (see instructions)

n An organization organized and operated exclusively for the benefil of, to perform the functions of, or carry out the purposes of one or
more publicly supporied organizations described in section 509(a)(1) or section 509(2)(2) See section 50%a)3). Check the box that
descrnibes the type of supporting organization and complete lines 11e through 1th
a DType I b DType It c E] Type Il = Functionally integrated d D Type lll— Other

e By checking this box, | certify that the organization 1s not controlled directly or indirectly by one or more disquahfied persons other
gbagrz f;:(;;\dahon managers and other than one or more publicly supported organizations described in section 509(a)(1) or section
a
f If the organization received a wriiten determination from the IRS that is a Type 1, Type Il or Type Hl supporting organization, D
check this box
9 Since Augusl 17, 2006, has the organization accepted any gift or contribution from any of the following persons?
Yes | No
(i) a person who directly or indirectly controls, either alone or together with persons described in (n) and (in)
below, the governing body of the supported organization? 11g (@)
(i) a family member of a person described in (1) above? 11g Gi)
@iii) a 35% controiled entity of a person described in (1) or (n) above? 11 g @ii|
h Provide the following information about the organizations the organization supports
(1) Name ol Supported ) EIN () Type of organazation () Is the (v) Did you nolfy (w) Is the (vn) Amount of Support
Organization (described on hnes 1-9 orgamization in col { the organizalion in | organization in col
above or IRC section 1) listed n your col (1) of (1) organized in the
(see instructions)) gmmm your supporl? Us?
locumeni
Yes No Yes No Yes No
Total

BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions (or Form 990.

Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-E2Z) 2008

TEEAO40IL  12/17/08




* Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-E2) 2008 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 2
- Support Schedule for Organizations Described in Sections 170(b)}1)}(AXiv) and 170(b)1)XAXvi)

(Complete only if you checked the box on line 5, 7, or 8 of Part | )
Section A. Public Support

ot ndax year (or fiscal year (a) 2004 (b) 2005 (c) 2006 ) 2007 (e) 2008 ® Total
1 Gifts, grants, contributions and

d (O
P ees carmets 30 14,129, 000. 529.]  90,000.}5,750,042.}1,085,000.}11,054,571.

2 Tax revenues levied for the
organmization's benefit and
either paid to it or expended .
on its behalf 0.

3 The value of services or
faciilies furnished to the
orgamizalion by a governmental
unit without charge Do nol
include the value of services or
facilities generally furmished to
the pubhc without charge 0.

4 Total. Add Iines 1-3 4,129,000, 529. 90,000.15,750,042.71,085,000.111,054,571.

S The portion of lotal
contributions by each person
(other than a governmental
unil or publicly supported
organization) included on line 1
that exceeds 2% of the amount
shown on hine 11, column (f) 1,797,464,

6 Public support. Subtract line 5
from hine gp 9,257,107.

Section B. Total Support

oo oy dor fiscal year (2) 2004 (b) 2005 (c) 2006 (@) 2007 (e) 2008 ® Total
7 Amounts from line 4 4,129, 000. 529. 90,000.{5,750,042.{1,085,000.]11,054,571,

8 Gross income from interest,
dividends, payments received
on securiies loans, rents,
royalties and income form

similar sources 23,959. 30,190. 22,750. 20, 631. 125,711. 223,241.

9 Net income form unrelated
business activities, whether or
not the business is regularly
carried on Q.

10 Other income Do not include
gain or loss form the sale of
capital assels (Explain in

Part IV) SEE PART 1V 20,145. 600. 9,297. 2,925, 2,598. 35,565.
11 Total support. Add lines 7

through 10 11,313, 377.
12 Gross receipts from related activities, etc (see instructions) [ 12 0.
13 First five years. If the Form 990 is for the orgamization’s first, second, third, fourth, or fifth tax year as a section 501(c)(3)

organization, check this box and stop here 1 > r]

Section C. Computation of Public Support Percentage

14 Public supporl percentage for 2008 (line 6, column (f) divided by line 11, column (f) 14 81.8%
15 Public support percentage for 2007 Schedule A, Parl IV-A, line 26f 15 75.9%
162 33-1/3 suppont test — 2008. If the organization did not check the box on line 13, and the line 141s 33-1/3 % or more, check this box

and stop here. The organization qualifies as a publicly supported orgamzation > [X]

b 33-1/3 suppont test ~ 2007. If the organization did not check a box on line 13, or 16a, and line 15 1s 33-1/3% or more, check this box
and stop here. The organization qualifies as a publicly supported organization g D

17 a 10%-facts-and-circumstances test — 2008. |f the organmization did not check a box on line 13, 16a, or 16b, and ine 14 1s 10%
or more, and if the organization meets the 'facts-and-circumstances’ test, check this box and stop here. Explain in Part IV how
the organization meets the 'facts-and-circumstances' test The organization qualifies as a publicly supported organizalion > D

b 10%-facts-and-circumstances test — 2007. If the organization did not check a box on hine 13, 16a, 16b, or 17a, and line 15 s 10%
or more, and if the organization meets the ‘facts-and-circumstances' test, check ttus box and stop here. Explain in Parl IV how the
organmization meets the ‘facts-and-circumstances' test The organization qualifies as a publicly supported organization 4 H
»

18 Private foundation. If the organization did not check a box on line, 13, 16a, 16b, 17a, or 17b, check this box and see nstructions
BAA Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-E2Z) 2008
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Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-EZ) 2008 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 3
[Partili_]Support Schedule for Organizations Described in Section 509(aX2)

(Complete only if you checked the box on hne 9 of Part | )
Section A. Public Support

Calendar year (or fiscal yr beginning in)> (a) 2004 (b) 2005 (c) 2006 (d) 2007 (e) 2008 (D Total
1 Gifts, grants, contributions and
membership fees received sDo

nol include 'unusual grants *

2 Gross recepts from
admissions, merchandise sold
or services performed, or
facihlies furnished in a activity
that is related to the
organization's tax-exempt
purpose

3 Gross receipts from activities that are
not an unrelated trade or business
under section 513

4 Tax revenues levied for the
organization's benefit and
either paid to or expended on
its behalf

5 The value of services or
faciities furmshed by a
governmental unit to the
orgarization without charge

6 Total. Add ines 1-5

7a Amounts included on lines 1,
2, 3 received from disquahtfied
persons

b Amounts included on lines 2

and 3 received from other than
disquahfied persons that
exceed the greater of 1% of
the total of lines 9, 10¢c, 11,
and 12 for the year or $5,000

c Add lines 7a and 7b
8 Public support (Subtract line
7¢ fiom hne 6 )
Section B. Total Support

Calendar year (or fiscal yr beginning in) » (a) 2004 (b) 2005 (c) 2006 (d) 2007 (e) 2008 {f) Total
9 Amounts from line 6
10a Gross income from interest,
dividends, payments received
on securities loans, rents,
royalties and income form
similar sources

b Unrelated business taxable
income (less section 511
{axes) from businesses
acquired after June 30, 1975

¢ Add lines 10a and 10b

17 Net income from unrelated business
activities not included inhine 10D,
whether or not the business 1§
regularly carried on

12 Other income Do not include

gawn or loss from the sale of
capital assets (Explain in
Part IV)

13 Total support. (addns 9, 1tx, 11, and 12)

14 First five years. if the Form 990 1s for the orgamzation's first, second, third, fourth, or fifth tax year as a section 501(c)(3)
organization, check this box and stop here” ~ » ]
Section C. Computation of Public Support Percentage

15 Pubhc support percentage for 2008 (ine 8, column (f) divided by line 13, column (f)) 15 %
16 Public support percentage from 2007 Schedule A, Part IV-A, line 27g 16 %
Section D. Computation of Investment Income Percentage_

17 Invesimenl income percenlage for 2008 (line 10c, column (f) divided by line 13, column (f)) 17 %
18 Investment income percentage from 2007 Schedule A, Part IV-A, line 27h 18 %
19a 33-1/3 support tests — 2008, I the orgamization did not check the box on line 14, and line 15 1s more than 33-1/3%, and line 17 is not

more than 33-1/3%, check this box and stop here. The organizalion qualifies as a publicly supported organmizalion g D

b 33-1/3 support tests ~ 2007. I the organization did not check a box on line 14 or 193, and line 16 1s more than 33-1/3%, and lne 18
1s not more than 33-1/3%, check lhis box and stop here. The organization qualifies as a publicly supported organization >

20 Private foundation. If the organization did not check a box on line 14, 19a, or 19b, check this box and see instructions >
BAA TEEAOS0IL 01/29/09 Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-E2) 2008




*  Schedule A Fo;m 990 or 990-£2) 2008 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 4
i Supplemental Information. Complete this part to provide the explanation required by Part Il, ine 10;

Part Il, iine 17a or 17b; or Part Ili, ine 12. Provide any other additional information. (see Instructions)

BAA TEEAC404L 10/07/08 Schedule A (Form 990 or 990-E2) 2008




SCHEDULE D Y8 No 1535 0%

(Form 990) Supplemental Financial Statements 2008
rimen leasur Attach to F 990. To b leted b izati that o] i

Gl Revenue Sea answered 'Yes. to Form 990, Part IV, line 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, or 12. Inepechon

Name of the orgamization Empl d

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977

M Organizations Maintaining Donor Advised Funds or Other Similar Funds or Accounts Complete if

the organization answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part IV, hne 6.

N bW

(a) Donor advised funds (b) Funds and other accounts

Tolal number at end of year

Aggregate contributions to (during year)
Aggregate grants from (during year)
Aggregate value at end of year

Did the organization inform all donors and donor advisors in writing that the assels held in donor advised
funds are the organization's properly, subject to the organization’s exclusive legal control? DYes D No

Did the orgamzation inform all grantees, donors, and donor advisors 1n writing that grant funds may be
used only for charitable purposes and not for the benefil of the donor or donor advisor or other
impermissible private benefit?? [—|Yes nNo

[Part il [Conservation Easements Complete if the organizalion answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part IV, line 7

1

2

Purpose(s) of conservation easements held by the organization (check all that apply)
Preservation of land for public use (e g, recreation or pleasure) Preservation of an historically important land area
Protection of natural habitat Preservation of certified historic structure
Preservation of open space

C'omplc‘ele lines 2a-2d if the orgamization held a quahfied conservation contribution 1n the form of a conservation easement on the last day
of the iax year
Held at the End of the Year

a Total number of conservation easements 2a
b Total acreage restricted by conservation easements 2b
¢ Number of conservation easements on a certified historic struciure included in (a) 2c
d Number of conservation easements included in (c) acquired after 8/17/06 2d

Number of conservation easements modified, transferred, released, extinguished, or terminated by the organization during the taxable

year *

Number of stales where property subject to conservation easement is located >
Does the organization have a wnitten policy regarding the periodic monitoring, inspection, violations, and

enforcement of the conservalion easement 1t holds? D Yes D No
Staff or volunteer hours devoted to momiloring, inspecting, and enforcing easements during the year »

Amount of expenses incurred 1n moniloring, Inspecting, and enforcing easements during the year * $

Does each conservation easement reported on line 2(d) above satisfy the requirements of section
170(h)(4)®)(1) and 170(h)(4)(B)(n)? Oves [dwo

In Part XV, describe how the orgamization reports conservation easements 1n its revenue and expense statement, and balance sheet, and
include, if apphcable, the text of the footnote to the organization's financial statements that describes the organization's accounting for
conservalion easements

[Partini | Organizations Maintaining Collections of Art, Historical Treasures, or Other Similar Assets

Complete if the organization answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part |V, line 8.

1a If the organization elected, as permitted under SFAS 116, not to report in its revenue statement and balance sheet works of ari, historical

2

treasures, or other similar assets held for public exhibition, education, or research in furtherance of public service, provide, in Part XIV,
the texl of the foolnote lo its financial statements that descnibes these items

b If the organizalion elected, as permitted under SFAS 116, not to report In its revenue statement and balance sheet works of ar{, historical

treasures, or other similar assets held for public exhibition, education, or research in furtherance of public service, provide the following
amounts relating to these ilems

(i) Revenues included in Form 990, Part VIIi, line 1 »$
(i) Assets included in Form 990, Part X »$

If the orgamization received or held works of art, historical treasures, or other similar assets for financial gain, provide the following
amounts required to be reported under SFAS 116 relating to these items

a Revenues included in Form 990, Part VI, ine 1 -8
b Assets included in Form 990, Part X -$
BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for Form 990. Schedule D (Form 990) 2008

TEEA3301L 12/23/08



52-1500977 Page 2

3 Using the organizalion’s accession and other records, check any of the following that are a significant use of its collection items (check all

that apply)
a Public exhibition d Loan or exchange programs
b Scholarly research Other

c Preservation for future generations

4 ;ro‘(udfva description of the organization's collections and explain how they further the organization's exempt purpose in
ar

5 During the year, did the organization solicit or receive donalions of art, historical treasures, or other similar
assels (o be sold to raise funds rather than 1o be mantained as part of the orgamzation’s collection? [ IYes HNO
[Part IV | Trust, Escrow and Custodial Arrangements Complete if organization answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part
IV, hne 9, or reported an amount on Form 990, Part X, line 21.

1als the organization an a enl trustee, custodian, or other intermediary for contnbutions or other assets not
included on Form 990, Part X? D Yes DNo

b If 'Yes,' explain lhe arrangemenl in Part XIV and complete the following table

Amount

¢ Beginning balance 1c
d Additions during the year 1d
e Distributions during the year le
f Ending balance 1f
2a Did the organization include an amount on Form 990, Part X, hine 21? Uns ErNo
b If ‘Yes,' explain the arrangement in Part XIV . j
[PanV IEndowment Funds Complete if organization answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part 1V, line 10.
(a) Current year (b) Prior year (c) Two years back (d) Three years back (e) Four years back

1a Beginning of year balance
b Contributions
¢ Investment earnings or tosses
d Grants or scholarships

e Other expenditures for facilities
and programs

{ Administrative expenses
g End of year balance

2 Prowvide the estimated percentage of the year end balance held as
a Board designaled or quasi-endowment » t
b Permanent endowment » %
¢ Term endowment » 3

3a Are there endowment funds not in the possession of the organization that are held and administered for the
orgamization by Yes No

() unrelated organizations 3afi)
(i) related organizations 3a(ii)
b If "Yes' o 3a(n), are the related organizations listed as required on Schedule R? 3b
4 Describe in Part X1V the intended uses of the organizalion's endowment funds
[Part VI [investments—Land, Buildings, and Equipment. See Form 990, Part X, line 10.

Description of investmenl (a) Cost or other basis (bgCosl or other (c) Depreciation (d) Book Value
(investment) asis (other)

laland
b Buildings
¢ Leasehold improvements
d Equipment 75,287. 58,834. 16,453.
e Other 4,138, 4,138. 0.
Total. Add Iines 1a-le (Column (d) should equal Form 990, Part X, column (8), line 10(c) ) > 16,453.
BAA ' Schedule D (Form 990) 2008
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*  Schedute D (For.m 990) 2008 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES
[Part Vii |Investments—0ther Securities See Form 990, Part X, line 12,

N/A

(a) Descniption of secunty or category
(including name of secunty)

(b) Book value

{c) Method of valuation
Cost or end-of-year market value

Financial denivatives and other financial products

Closely-held equily interests

Other

Total (Column (b) should equal Form 990 Part X, col (B) line 12) »

{Part Vil [Investments—Program Related (See Form 990, Part X, [

ine 13)

N/A

(a) Description of investment type

(b) Book value

(¢) Method of valuation
Cost or end-of-year market value

Total Column (b)(should equal Form 990, Part X, Col (B) line 13) >
IPart IX IOther Assets (See Form 990, Part X, line 15) N/A

(a) Description

(b) Book value

Total. Column (b) Total (should equal Form 990, Part X, col (B). line 15)
|Part X | Other Liabilities (See Form 990, Part X, line 25)

(a) Description of Liability

(b) Amount

Federal Income Taxes

Total Column (b) Total (should equal Form 990, Part X, col (B) hne 25) ™

In Parl X1V, provide the text of the footnote to the organizalion’s financial statements that reports the organization’s habily for uncertain tax

positions under FIN 48

BAA

TEEAJ303L 10/29/08

Schedule D (Form 990) 2008
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! Schedulg D (For'm 990) 2008 COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-15009717 Page 4
Part XI_| Reconciliation of Change in Net Assets from Form 990 to Financial Statements .

1 Total revenue (Form 990, Partl Viil,column (A), ine 12)
Total expenses (Form 990, Parl I1X, column (A), line 25)
Excess or (deficit) for the year Subtract line 2 from line 1
Net unrealized gains (losses) on investments

Donated services and use of faciities

investment expenses

Prior period adjustments

Other (Describe in Part XiV)

9 Total adjusiments (net) Add lines 4-8

O NOOUMbLWN

1,213,309,

3,492,583.

-2,279,274.

-2,279,274.

10 Excess or (deficit) for the year per financial statements Combine lines 3 and 9 — .
IParl Xl lReconciliation of Revenue per Audited Financial Statements With Revenue per Return

1 Total revenue, gains, and other support per audited financial sialements
2 Amounts included on hne 1 but not on Form 990, Part VIl line 12
a Net unrealized gains on investments 2a

1

1,213,308.

b Donated services and use of facilities . 2b

¢ Recovenes of prior year grants 2c

d Other (Descnibe in Part XIV) 2d|

e Add lines 2a through 2d

3 Sublract ine 2e from line 1

4 Amounts included on Form 990, Part VIII, hine 12, but not on line 1
a Invesiments expenses not included on Form 990, Part VI, line 7b 4a

1,213,309.

b Other (Describe in Part XIV) 4b

¢ Add hnes 4a and 4b
5 Total revenue Add Iines 3 and 4¢c. (This should equal Form 990, Parl |, line 12)

4c

1,213,309.

[Pant Xiil [Reconciliation of Expenses per Audited Financial Statements With Expenses per

Return

1 Tolal expenses and losses per audited financial statements
2 Amounts included on line 1 but not on Form 990, Part I1X, ine 25
a Donated services and use of facilities 2a

3,492 583.

b Prior year adjustments - 2b

c Losses reported on Form 990, Part IX, line 25 2c

d Other (Describe in Part XiV) 2d

e Add lines 2a through 2d

3 Sublracl ine 2e from line 1

4 Amounts included on Form 990, Part IX, ine 25, but not on hne 1:
a Iinvesiments expenses not included on Form 990, Part VI, line 7b 4a

2¢

3,492,583,

b Other (Describe 1n Part XIV) 4b

¢ Add lines 4a and 4b
5 Total expenses Add lines 3 and 4c (This should equal Form 990, Part |, line 18 )

4c

3,492,583,

[Part XIV | Supplemental Information

Complete this part to provide the descriptions required for Part i1, lines 3, 5, and 9, Part lil, lines 12 and 4, Part IV, lines 1b and 2b, Part V,

line 4, Parl X, Part XI, hine 8, Part XIl, lines 2d and 4b, and Part Xlll, ines 2d and 4b

BAA TEEA3304L 12/23/08

Schedule D (Form 990) 2008
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SCHEDULE J Compensation Information OMB No 1545 0047
(Form 990) For certain Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest
Compensated Employyees Y g 2008
Attach to Form 990, To be completed by organizations that Open to Public
bt answered 'Yes' to Form 990, Part IV, line 23, Inspection
Name of the orgaruzation Employer identification number
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
[Parti |Questions Regarding Compensation
Yes | No
1 a Check the appropnate box(es) If the orgamization provided any of the following to or for a person listed in Form 990, Part
Vil, Section A, ine 1a Complete Part 1il to provide any relevant information regarding these nems
Firsi-class or charter travel Housing allowance or residence for personal use
Travel for companions Payments for business use of personal residence
Tax indemnification and gross-up payments Health or social club dues or initiation fees
Discretionary spending account Personal services (e g , maid, chaufieur, chef)
b If ine 1a1s checked, did the orgamzation follow a wnitten policy regarding payment or reimbursement or provision of all
of the expenses described above? If ‘No,' complete Part Hll to explain 1b)
2 Dud the organization require subslantiation prior lo reimbursing or allowing expenses incurred by all officers, direclors,
trustees, and the CEQ/Executive Director, regarding the items checked in line 1a? 2
3 Indicate which, if any, of the following orgamizalion uses to establish the compensalion of the organization's
CEOQ/Executive Director Check all that apply
Compensation commitiee Written employment contract
independent compensation consuliant Compensation survey or study
Form 990 of oiher organizations Approval by the board or compensation commiitee
4 Duning the year, did any person listed in Form 990, Parl VII, Section A, line 1a
a Recelve a severance payment or change of control payment? 4a X
b Parlicipate in, or receive payment from, a supplemental nonqualified retirement plan? 4b X
¢ Participate n, or receive payment from, an equity-based compensation arrangement? 4c X
if 'Yes' to any of 4a-¢, list the persons and provide the applicable amounts for each item in Part lll
Only 501(cX3) and 501(c)4) organizations must complete lines 5-8.
S For persons hsted in Form 990, Part Vii, Section A, Iine 13, did the orgamization pay or accrue any compensation
contingent on the revenues of
a The organization? 5a X
b Any related organization? 5b| X
If 'Yes' to line 5a or 5b, describe in Part Il
6 For persons listed in Form 990, Parl VI, Section A, line 1a, did the organization pay or accrue any compensation
contingent on the net earnings of
a The organization? 6a X
b Any relaled organization? 6b) X
If 'Yes' to hne 6a or 6b, describe in Part 11l
7 For person listed in Form 990, Part Vil, Section A, line 1a, did the organization provide any nan-fixed payments not
described 1n lines 5 and 67 If ‘Yes,' describe in Part |l 7 X
8 Were any amounts reported in Form 990, Part VII, paid or accrued pursuant to a contract that was subject to the inttial
contract exception descnbed in Regs section 53 4958-4(a)(3)? If 'Yes,' describe in Part Il 8 X
BAA For Privacy Act and Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the Instructions for Form 990. Schedule J (Form 990) 2008
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COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES
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Page2 '
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[Part It [Officers, Directors, Trustees, Key Employees, and Highest Compensated Employees. Use Schedule J-1 if additional space 1s needed

For each individual whose compensation must be reported in Schedule J, report compensalion from Lhe orgamization on row (1) and from relaled organizations descnibed in the inslruclions dn
row (1) Do not list any individuals that are not listed on Form 990, Parl VII

Note. The sum of columns (8)(1)-(n) must equal the apphcable column (D) or column (E) amounls on Form 990, Part VII, ine 12

(A) Name

(B) Breakdown of W-2 and/or 1099-MISC comperisation

(C) Deterred

() Base
compensalion

() Bonus ang mecentive
compensalion

(1) Other
compensalion

compensalion

(D) Nontaxable
benefils

(E) Total of columns
B))-(D)

® Co{ngensahon

reporte i
Form 990 01
Form 930-E2

JANET H. BROWN

®
(i)

200 000

246,000.

®

®
@)

(0]
(i)

®
i)

e =

(0]
Gi

@
Gi)

@
i)

e L Lk p——

(i)

0

®
Gi)

b — e e = -

0

- ———

N

R T

A

®

b o e -]

BAA

TEEAQ102. 09/
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Schedule J (Form 990) 2008  COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977 Page 3"
[PartIl_]Supplemental information

Complete this part to provide the information, explanation, or descriptions required for Part I, ines 1a, 1b, 4¢, 5a, 5b, 6a, 6b, 7, and 8. Also complete
this part for any additiona! information

- e - e e e e e e e e . T e = = e = = = = e = = = AR = e = = R e o = o T ——— = . - ————————

e e e e e e e e e e R e e e e o = o e e e = = e e e = = . . = = = = = = . e — =
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o A = T = = s e e - = = -
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BAA Schedule J (Form 990) 2008
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SCHEDULE O Supplemental Information to Form 990 gen o
(Form 930) 2008
> :‘t’ttach ul; F?rm 9?0 T? be completegti by orgtgnlzatio;ls to romde P o Publ
additional information for responses
Depariment of the Treasury Form 990 OII":O provndg any addltional information. q:’s'p:ctl:n ¢
Name of the organization Employer identification number
COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
- _FORM 990, PART VI, LINE 6 - EXPLANATION OF CLASSES OF MEMBERS OR SHAREHOLDER _ _ __ _______._

- e = e i i e e e e e e S e e e T S e R A e ——— -

—— . ——— i ——— T W - — - i —— ———— - —— e e - —n e . A = - —— - ——

e e e e e e o o o e e n — ———_———— " ———— T ——— " — o o " o~ — s = —

- ——— T — . . —— i — — —— o = = S M — T — Aw = D R R R A e v = - ——— S -

—— e ———— iy T e —— e ———— e e e e o —— e  —— e o ——— - -

WAYS. THE COMMISSION'S TRANSACTIONS ARE FEW ENOUGH IN NUMBER THAT THE EXECUTIVE

DIRECTOR IS ABLE TO MONITOR FOR ANY TRANSACTION THAT MIGHT IMPLICATE THE POLICY. IN

- —  —— e - . — e S WL e e e S = ME e e = R e = - A ——

o — ey o = - e = - T o e e o e S . - e — = = ——— -

D ettt e S ——

—— v e - S S e e e - SR S - e A e - =

L el sl e e S ——

—— - TR SR G e - e e e e D D = e v TR G S - e e = =

et TR ST S Gk ey - e SR e S G T S SR e e WP D G S R e e e v - e S = e =

— . — .t T - = — e e = e S e A e e = = e - e S e -

BAA For Pnvacy Act and paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see the instructions for Form 990. TEEA490IL 12/19/08 Schedule O (Form 990) 2008




2008 SCHEDULE A, PART IV - SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION PAGE 5

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES 52-1500977
PART II, LINE 10 - OTHER INCOME
NATURE AND SOURCE 2008 2007 2006 —2005 2004
OTHER INCOME 198, 8,697.
RENT INCOME 2,400. 2,400. 600. 600. 20,750.
NET INCOME FROM NONINVENTORY SALES 5 605
25, - .
TOTAL $ 2,598. $ 2,925. § 9,297. § 600. § 20,145
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POLITICS AND POLICY

Corporate Political Giving Swings Toward the GOP

By BRODY MULLINS And ALICIA MUNDY
Updated Sept. 21, 2010 12.01 a.m. ET

Corporations have begun to send a majority of donations from their political action committees to
Republican candidates, a reversal from the trend of the past three years.

Shift to the GOP The change in corporate PAC giving is the latest sign
. - i Republicans are likely to make significant gains in
See donations to Republican-and Democratic . . .
candidates from corporations’ pofitical action November's midterm elections. Business PACs are
committees. notoriously cautious in deciding which party should receive

a majority of their donations. They nearly always give most
of their contributions to candidates whose political party is
in power on Capitol Hill.

According to data from the Center for Responsive Politics,
business PACs gave 52% of their $72.2 million in total
donations to Republican candidates from January through
July.

B

T gange Febla i bdars o Apre i May- - dun - Jul 8

In the same period of 2009, corporate PACs had sent 59%
of their $64 million in campaign. contributions to
Democratic candidates, according to the data. AT&T Corp.
and GlaxoSmithKline PLC are among the companies whose PAC donations shifted this year toward
GOP candidates.

More photos and interactive graphics

The PAC donations are given directly to candidates and are separate from contributions to independent
political groups that are becoming a larger force in politics. The Journal reported last week that
corporate and conservative groups plan to spend about $300 million on TV ads and other efforts to elect
Republican candidates this fall, rivaling efforts of labor unions and liberal-leaning groups to back
Democrats.

Business PACs began shifting toward Democrats late-in the 2006 midterm elections, when it became
clear Democrats would win control of Congress. Democrats claimed a majority of business PAC
donations for the three following years. Now, corporate money appears to be shifting again.

Health care and pharmaceutical firms, for example, have given 51% of their $14.7 million in donations to
Democratic candidates through July of this year, after sending two-thirds of their contributions to

hitp://online wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748703989304575503933125159928#printMode
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Democrats during the same period last year, the data
shows.

Wall Street executives opposed new financial-services
regulations passed by Congress this year, mainly with
support from Democrats, and signed into law by President
Barack Obama.

Overall, big banks, securities firms and other financial-
services companies gave 55% of $18.5 million in campaign
donations to Republicans in the January-through-July
period. That's a reversal from the same period last year,
when they gave 65% of PAC donations to Democrats.

Last year, AT&T divided its $1.1 million in PAC
contributions roughly evenly between Republican and
Democratic candidates during the period from January
through July. In the same period of this year, Republicans
have garnered 56% of the $1.1 million AT&T has given,
according to the data. A spokesmen for AT&T declined to
comment.

Even amid the shift toward the GOP, AT&T has been a
major donor to both political parties, ranking first among all
corporate PACs in donations to Republicans and second in
donations to Democrats so far in the 2009-2010 election
cycle.

PACs that are run by labor unions give an overwhelming
share of their donations to Democrats. Sixteen of the top
20 PAC donors to Democrats so far this election are
operated by labor unions, according to the center, led by
GOP Rep. Eric Cantor Gatly Images the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, which
has given $2.5 million almost entirely to Democrats.

None of the top 20 PAC donors to Republicans have been {abor unions in the current election cycle.

The PAC run by Galdman Sachs Group Inc. gave 42% of its campaign donations to GOP candidates
from January through July 2009. During the same period this year, the firm's PAC gave Republicans
58% of nearly $200,C00 in contritutions.

A Goldman spokeswoman declinad to comment.

Drug makers began trending toward Democrats in 2008. In all of 2009, pharmaceutical-industry PACs
gave Republicans 39% of their $€.4 million in donations. Through July 2010, Republicans have captured
49% of the industry's $4 million in PAC contributions, according to the data.

Ore of the primary beneficiaries kas been Virginia Rep. Eric Cantor, the No. 2 House Republican. In
March, at a Washingfon-area re:reat for trade group officials, Mr. Cantor told drug executives their
embrace of Democrais and health-care legislation had hurt their relationship with Republicans, and that

http://fonlin2.wsj.com/articles/SB10001424052748703983304575503933125159928#printMode
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Reversal of Fortune

Cantributions from corporate
_ political action commitees
through July of each year

s To Defndcrats

w3 To Republicans
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Corporate Political Giving Swings Toward the GOP - WSJ

he doubted Democratic leaders had the industry's best interests in
mind.

A spokesman for Mr. Cantor declined to comment.

In 2008, Mr. Cantor wasn't among the top 20 recipients of drug-maker
money. Now he is No. 10 on the list from the Center for Responsive
Politics.

The Glaxo PAC gave 63% of its $167,000 in donations to Democrats
from January through July last year, according to the data. Through
July of this year, the firm's PAC gave Republicans 53% of its $212,000
in donations.

Glaxo said its PAC contributions were evenly divided between
Republicans and Democrats over the two-year cycle. "Looking at one
year only can misrepresent trends," it said.

Write to Brody Mullins at brody.mullins@wsj.com and Alicia Mundy at

Copyright 2014 Dow Jones & Company, Inc. All Rights Reserved
This copy is for your personal, non-commercial use only. Distribution and use of this material are governed by our Subscriber Agreement and by copyright law.

For non-personal use or to order multiple copies, please contact Dow Jones Reprints at 1-800-843-0008 or visit

www.djreprints.com
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PewResearch
Center for the People & the Press

SEPTEMBER 12; 2013

Five Years after Market Crash, U.S. Economy
Seen as ‘No More Secure’

Household Incomes, Jobs Seen as Lagging in Recovery
Overview

Five years after the U.S. economy faced its most serious crisis since the Great Depression, a majority of
Americans (63%) say the nation’s economic-system is no more sécure today than it was before the 2008 market
crash. Just a third (33%) think the system is more secure now than it'was then.

(http://swww . people-press.org/2013/09/12 /five-years-after-
market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/1-7/)
Large percentages say household incomes and jobs still
have yet to recover from the economic recession. And
when asked about the impact of governinent efforts to
deal with the recession, far more believe that economic

policies have benefitted large banks, corporations and

the rich than the middle-class, the poor or small
businesses.

The latest national survey by the Pew Research Center, conducted September 4-8 among 1,506 adults, finds
that 54% say household incomes have “hardly recovered at all” from the recession. Nearly as many (52%) say
the job situation has barely recovered.

By contrast, majorities say that the stock market and real estate values have at least partially recovered from
the recession (74% and 63%, respectively). But relatively few say that even these sectors have fully recovered
(21% stock market, 4% real estate values).

Government policies in response to the recession are seen as having done little to address the uneven recovery.
Broad majorities say the government’s policies following the recession have done not much or nothing at all to
help poor people (72%), middle-class people (71%), and sinall businesses (67%). Yet. majorities say government
policies have done a great deal or a fair amount to help large banks and financial institutions (699%), large
corporations (67%), and wealthy people (59%).

Despite concerns over the security of the economic system and fairness of government economic policies, the
public is deeply divided over federal regulatior: of markets and financial institutions. Overall, 49% say

http/www_people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-securefwinners-losers 1711
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Related

A Rise in Wealth for the Wealthy;

Declines for the Lower 3%
(http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2013/04/23/a-
rise-in-wealth-for-the-wealthydeclines-for-the-
lower-93/4/)

government regulation of markets has not gone far
enough leaving the country at risk of another financial
crisis, while nearly as many (43%) say government
regulation has gone too far making it harder for the
economy to grow.

In May 2010 (bttp://www.people-
press.org/2010/05/18/publics-priorities-financial-regs/) , just
before Congress passed financial regulation legislation,
the public was similarly divided: 46% said they were
worried the financial regulation legislation would go too
far, 44% expressed concern that they would not go far
enough.

Just a Third See Economic System as
More Secure than in 2008

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-
market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/new/)
The belief that the U.S. economic system is no more
secure today than it was before the financial crisis is
widely shared across demographic groups. There are
partisan differences, however, with Democrats more
likely than Republicans or independents to say that the
system is more secure.

Five Years after Market Crash, U.S. Economy Seen as ‘No More Secure’ | Pew Research Center for the People and the Press

Five Years After Crash, Doubts
about U.S. Economic System

Compared w/ before crisis, U.S. economic system is

No more
secure

More

l
i

63% - 1 33%
secure

5

And Perceptions of an Uneven
Recovery from the Recession

Howmuch has — pully partially stall DK
from recession ... % % % %o
Household incomes 2 42 | "5'4'_1-! 2=100
Job situation 2 45 | 52 11=100
Real estate values 4 59 | 33 l4=100
Stock market 21 53 ; 18 |9=100

PEW RESEARCH CEMTER Sept. 4-8, 2013.

Figures may not add to 1009 because of rounding,.

Large majorities of Republicans (80%) and independents (68%) say the economic system is not more secure
than prior to the financial crisis. Democrats are divided: 51% say the system is more secure today while 45%

say it is not.

There also is substantial disagreement between Republicans and Democrats over whether the government has
gone too far or not far enough in regulating markets and financial institutions.

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/3-7/) By
two-to-one, more Republicans say government regulations have gone too far making it harder for the economy
to grow (64%), than say they have not gone far enough leaving the country at risk of another financial crisis

http:/mww .people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-afler-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/#winners-losers
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(32%). Opinion among Democrats is the reverse: just
26% say the government regulations of financial
institutions and markets have gone too far, while 62%
say they have not gone far enough. Independents are
divided: 51% say regulations have not gone far enough,
41% say they have gone too far.

Among Republicans and Republican leaners who agree
with the Tea Party, far more say government financial
regulations have gone too far (79%) rather than not far
enough (19%). Republicans who do not agree with the
Tea Party are much more evenly divided: 52% say
regulations have gone too far, 43% say not far enough.

Gov’t Policies Seen as Helping Banks,
Corporations, the Wealthy

The public sees clear winners and losers as a result of
the government’s economic policies following the
recession that began in 2008.

Five Years after Market Crash, U.S. Economy Seen as ‘No More Secure’ | Pew Research Center for the People and the Press

Partisan Divide over Whether
Economic System Is More Secure

Compared with before 2008 economic crisis,
U.S. economic system today is ...

B No more secure D More secure

Total

Republican

Democrat

Independent

PEW RESEARCH CENTER Sept. 4-8, 2013. Q39.

Dems See Too Little Financial
Regulation, Reps See Too Much

In regulating financial institutions
and markets, govt has gone _..

Too Not far

far enough DK

% % %
Total 43 49 8=100
Republican 64 32 4=100
Democrat 26 62 11=100
Independent 41 51 8=100
Among Rep/
Rep-feaners
Tea Party 79 19 2=100
Non-Tea Party 52 43 6=100

PEW RESEARCH CEMTER Sept. 4-8, 2013, Q41.
Figures may not add to 100% because of rounding.
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Government Policies Seen as Doing Little for
Middle Class, Poor, and Small Businesses

S A o pomt
Folowing recession, Yesl amount Nototall Know
have helped ... % % Ya %
Poor people 8 18 72 3=100
Middle class people 6 21 71 2=100
Small businesses 6 23 67 4=100
Wealthy people 38 21 33 8=100
Large corporations 41 26 27 7=100
Large banks &
financial institutions 40 28 25 7=100

PEW RESEARCH CENTER Sept. 4-8, 2013. Q45.
Figures may not add to 100% because ofrounding.

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/4-6/)
The beneficiaries of these policies, in the public’s view, are large banks and financial institutions, large
corporations and wealthy people: Sizable majorities say government policies have helped all three at least a fair
amount ~ 69% say that about large banks and financial institutions, 67% large corporations and 59% wealthy
people.

Meanwhile, fewer than a third say policies implemented by the government following the recession have
helped the poor, middle class and small businesses. Roughly seven-in-ten say government policies have done
little or nothing to help the poor (72%), the middle class (71%) and small businesses (67%).

There has been little change in these perceptions since the question was last asked in July 2010.

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-
market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-morve-secure/5-6/) Impact of Gov’t Policies Viewed

There are only modest differences on this question Similarly across Income Groups

across income groups, with general agreement over Family income
which groups have been helped — and not helped — by Eg,;:ﬁg‘;‘fig?go <$30k $30-75k $75k+
the government’s economic policies. For example, 79% much/not at all % % %
of those in households earning less than $30,000 a year p?" people 79 67 70
say government economic policies have done not much Middle CIB_SS 64 1 77

. . Small businesses 58 69 70
or nothing at all to help poor people; among those with Wealthy people 30 31 38
family incomes of $75,000 or more, a similar 70%- Large corporations 27 24 29
majority shares this view. Banks & financials 28 21 21

PEW RESEARCH CENTER Sept. 4-8, 2013, Q45,

And while there are wide partisan gaps in opinions about
government financial regulation and whether the
economic system is more secure, there is some common
ground in opinions about which groups have been helped by government economic policies since 2008.

http:/mww.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/#winners-losers 411


http://www.people-press.org/20i3/09/i2/fi/'e-years-after-market-ci.ash-u-s-ecoiioniy-seeii-as-no-more-seciire/4-6/

9/6/2014 Five Years after Market Crash, U.S. Economy Seen as ‘No More Secure’ | Pew Research Center for the People and the Press

For instance, nearly identical majorities of Republicans (73%), Democrats (71%) and independents (70%) say
that government policies following the recession have done little or nothing for poor people. And while 70% of
Democrats and 73% of independents say large banks and financial institutions have been helped at least a fair
amount by government policies, 62% of Republicans agree. However, Democrats are more likely than
Republicans to say that the wealthy, large corporations and small businesses have benefitted from government
policies undertaken since the recession began.

Many See an Uneven Economic Recovery

Most Say Household Incomes Have
Hardly Recovered from Recession

How much have each Fully Partially Hardly

of the following recovered recovered recovered DK
recovered from

recession? % % % %
Household incomes 2 42 54 2=100
Job situation 2 45 52 1=100
Real estate values 4 59 33 4=100
Stock market 21 53 18 9=100

PEW RESEARCH CENTER Sept. 4-8, 2013, Q44,
Figures may not add to 100% because of rounding,

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/6-6/)
More than four years after the end of the recession, roughly half say that household incomes and the job
situation have hardly recovered at all. Casting these views in an even more negative light is the perception that
other economic sectors — the stock market and real estate values — have seen more of a recovery.

Overall, 54% say household incomes have hardly recovered at all from the recession, 42% say they have
partially recovered and just 2% say they have fully recovered. Attitudes toward the job situation are very
similar (52% hardly recovered, 45% partially recovered, 2% fully recovered).

Of the four economic sectors tested, the stock market is seen as having rebounded most from the recession.
Nearly three-quarters (74%) say the stock market has either fully (21%) or partially (53%) recovered from the
recession, while just 18% say it has hardly recovered at all. Views of the recovery in the real estate market also
are positive: 63% say real estate values have at least partially recovered, though far more say they have partially
recovered (59%) than fully recovered (4%); only 33% say real estate values have

hardly recovered at all from the recession.

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-vears-after-
market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/7-5/)
College graduates are more likely than those with less
education to see recovery across all four economic
sectors tested in the survey. For example, nearly six-in-
ten college graduates (58%) say the job situation has at
least partially recovered, compared with just 42% of
those with some college experience and 44% of those
with no college experience.
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Recession’s Impact on Personal
Finances '

The rece (http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-
years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-
secure/8-4/) ssion’s impact can still be clearly seen in how
people describe their personal financial situation.
Overall, 33% say the recession had a major impact on
them and their finances have not yet recovered, 28% say
it had a major impact on them but their finances have
mostly recovered, while 37% say the recession did not
have a major impact on their own personal financial
situation. '

The percentage saying the recession had a major impact
on their financial situation and they have yet to recover
has remained stubbornly flat over the course of the last
several years. In February of 2011, 36% said this, almost
identical to the 33% who say this today.

Low-income respondents are the most likely to say that
the recession hurt their personal finances and that they
have yet to recover. Overall, 44% of those with family
incomes of less than $30,000 a year say their finances
have not recovered from the recession, double the
percentage among those with incomes of $75,000 or
more.

Views of the National Economy

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-
market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/10-4/)
Five years after the financial crisis, views of the national
economy still remain negative. Only 19% rate the
economy as excellent or good. By contrast, about a third
(32%) rate the economy as poor and roughly half (48%)
say economic conditions are only fair.

While perceptions of the economy are negative, they are
much less so than during the depths of the economic
recession. In February 2009, 71% rated economic
conditions as poor and only 4% rated the economy as
excellent or good. The share rating economic conditions

Five Years after Market Crash, U.S. Economy Seen as ‘No More Secure’ | Pew Research Center for the People and the Press

College Graduates More Likely to
See Recovery across Sectors

% saying each has Colisge  Seme S or
partially or fully 9 g

recovered % % %
Stock market 83 76 66
Real estate values 74 64 56
Job situation 58 42 44
Household incomes 51 40 43

PE'W RESEARCH CENTER Sept. 4-8, 2013. Q44,

A Third Say Their Own Finances
Haven’t Recovered from Recession

Feb Sept
2011 2013 Change
% %
Major impact,
not yet recovered 36 33 -3
Major impact,
mostly recovered 25 28 +3
Did not have
major impact 37 37 0
Don‘'t know 1 2
100 100

PEW RESEARCH CENTER 5ept. 4-8, 2013, Q38.
Figures - may not add to 100% because of rounding.

Lower-Income People Less Likely
to Say Finances Have Recovered

Family income

Recession’simpad

on personal <30k 30k-75k 75k+

financial situation % % %

Major effect,

not recovered 44 34 22

Major effect,

mostly recovered 19 31 34

Did not have

major impact 34 34 43

Don‘t know 2 1 1
100 100 100

PEYW RESEARCH CEMTER Sept. 4-8, 2013, 38,
Figures may not add to 100% because of rounding.

as poor had more than doubled between January 2008 and February 2009 (from 28% to 71%).
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Perceptions of the economy have become less negative
just over the course of this year. In January 2013, 49%
said the economy was poor, 17 points higher than today.,

Currently, roughly equal percentages expect the
economy to get better (28%) as worse (25%) in the
coming year. For most of Obama’s presidency, economic
optimism has outweighed pessimism. This is only the
second time since Obama became president when
economic optimism did not significantly exceed
economic pessimism.

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-

market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/11-4/)

In February 2009, when national economic ratings hit
an all-time low,

there was unusual partisan agreement in evaluations of
the economy. Comparable percentages of Democrats
(73%), independents (72%) and Republicans (67%) said
the nation’s economy was in poor shape.

Since then, the percentage rating the economy as poor
has fallen across the board, but much more steeply
among Democrats and independents than Republicans.
Today, just 19% of Democrats view economic conditions

as poor, compared with 33% of independents and 44% of

Republicans.

The public’s economic expectations have shown less
change over the past four years. Currently, 25% say they
expect economic conditions to worsen in the coming
year; 18% said this in February 2009. In the current
survey, more Republicans (39%) than independents

Five Years after Market Crash, U.S. Economy Seen as ‘No More Secure' | Pew Research Center for the People and the Press

Current and Future Economic
Ratings

Current economic conditions are...

Excellent/Good

Only fair Poor

71

12008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

A year from now, econamic conditions will be ...

46 Same

28 Better
25 Worse

L] T ) T T

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
PEW RESEARCH CENTER Sept, 4-8, 2013. Q35 & Q36.

(25%) or Democrats (11%) expect the economy to get worse. In February 2009, 27% of Republicans, 20% of
independents and 9% of Democrats said the economy would be worse in a year.

Top Economic Worry: Jobs

hitp:/Mmww.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure#winners-losers
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More Partisan Views of the
Current Economy thanin 2009

. Feb Sept
% rating current
economic conditions 2009 2013 Change
as poor % %
Total 71 32 -39
Republican 67 44 -23
Democrat 73 19 -54
Independent 72 33 -39
Y% saying economy a

year from now
will be warse

Total 18 25 +7
Republican 27 39 +12
- Democrat S 11 +2
Independent 20 25 +5

PEW RESEARCH CENTER Sept, 4-B, 2013, Q35 & Q386,

Job Situation Remains Public’s Top Economic

Concern
Economic issue that
worries you most?
45
40 Job situation
22 24 Budget deficit
22 Rising prices
17

e 10 Financial and
housing markets

2010 2011 2012 2013
PEW RESEARCH CENTER Sept. 4-B, 2013, Q37.

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/12-4/)
Overall, 40% say that the job situation‘is the national economic issue that worries them most, while somewhat
fewer cite the budget deficit (24%) or rising prices (22%); just 10% say the condition of the financial and
housing markets is their top economic worry.

The percentage citing the job situation as their top economic worry has increased eight points since March,
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Jobs Are Top Worry among all Income,
Partisan Groups

Financial/
Job Budget Rising housing
situation deficit prices markets DK

% % % % %

Total 40 24 22 10 4=100
Family income ...

$75,000 or more 40 30 15 12 4=100
$30,000-$75,000 37 26 23 9 5=100
Less than $30,000 42 16 28 11 3=100
Republican 37 29 23 8 3=100
Democrat 48 15 21 11 5=100
Independent 38 26 22 10 5=100

PE'A" RESEARCH CEMTER Sept. 4-8, 2013, Q37.
Figures may not add to 100% because ofrounding.

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-sectire/13-3/)
when concern over rising prices rivaled the job situation as the public’s top economic worry. For most of the
past three years, the job situation has been the public’s top economic worry.

Pluralities across income levels and partisan groups cite the job situation as their top economic worry.
However, while jobs are the top concern for Republicans and Democrats alike, a greater share of Democrats
(48%) than Republicans (37%) say this. Republicans (29%) are more likely than Democrats (15%) to cite the
budget deficit as their top economic concern.

Obama’s Rating on Economy Little Changed

Currently, 43% appr (http://www.people-
- - r
press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-market-crash-u-s- Continued Disapproval of Obama’s

economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/14-3/) ove of the way that Hand Ilng of the Economy

Barack Obama is handling the economy, while 52% Obama’s handling of the economy ...
disapprove. Obama'’s job rating on the economy has Disapprove
shown little change this year. Views of Obama’s handling
of the economy have been consistently more negative
than positive since shortly after he took office in early
2009.

Approve

Republicans disapprove of Obama’s handling of the

economy by an 85%-12% margin, while Democrats 24
approve 75%-19%. Most independents (56%) disapprove

of the job Obama is doing on the economy, while 38%

approve. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

PE'W RESEARCH CEMTER/USA TODAY Sept. 4-8, 2013,
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Obama’s current rating on the econom
(http://www.peaple-press.org/2013/09/12/tive-years-after- Obama’s Job Rat'“Q on Economy
Better than Foreign Policy, Syria

market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/15-3/) y
is similar to his overall job rating (44% approve, 49% Approve Disapprove DK

disapprove) and much higher than is ratings for Obama job rating ...

handling the nation’s foreign policy and the situation in Overall 44_ 49 8=100

Syria. Economy 43 52 5=100
Foreign policy 33 57 11=100

Just 33% approve of the way Obama is handling the Situation in Syria 29 56 15=100

nation’s foreign policy — the lowest mark of his PEW RESEARCH CENTER/USA TODAV Sept. 4-8, 2013. Q3a.

Figures may nat add to 100% because of rounding.

presidency. And just 29% approve of his handling of the
situation in Syria while nearly twice as many disapprove.
(For more, see “Opposition to Syrian Airstrikes Surges
(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/09/opposition-to-syrian-airstrikes-surges/) ,” Sept, 9, 2013.)

Republicans Hold Slim Advantage on Deficit, Dealing with Banks

(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-
market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/16-3/) GOP Has Edge n Deallng with

The Republican Party holds a slim advantage over Banks, Financial Institutions

Democrats as the party seen as best able to deal with the Rep Dem N?:?t?\helr /
federal budget deficit and with banks and financial Which party could Party Party DK
institutions. do the better job ... % % Yo
Dealingw/
By a 43%-35% margin, somewhat more say the :::tge:: :leg':B 43 35 222100
Republican Party than the Democratic Party candothe 3,2y 2013 40 39 21=100
better job dealing with the budget deficit. In January the  gctober 2011 46 37  17=100
public was divided over which party could do the better September 2010 43 36 21=100
job (40% Republican Party, 39% Democratic Party), August 2009 _ 35 _ 36  30= ___10t0 ,
though Republicans have often enjoyed a slight Dealmg w/ banks & . . .
advantage on the issue in recent years. financial institutions
September 2013 41 35 24=100
April 2010 36 36 28=100

By a similar margin (41%-35%) the GOP also has the
advantage as the party best able to deal with banks and
financial institutions. When the question was last asked
in April 2010, during congressional debate on regulating

PEW RESEARCH CEMTER Sept. 4-8, 2013. Q29%a,b.
Figures may not add to 100% because ofrounding.

banks and financial institutions, opinion was divided
(36% for each party).
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(http://www.people-press.org/2013/09/12/five-years-after-
market-crash-u-s-economy-seen-as-no-more-secure/17-2/)
Independents lean toward the GOP as the party best able
to deal with both the budget deficit (42%-27%) and
banks and financial institutions (38%-30%). In addition,
a greater percentage of Republicans than Democrats
favor their own party to deal with the budget deficit
(79% of Republicans vs. 67% of Democrats) and banks
(78% of Republicans vs. 66% of Democrats).

Independents Tilt Toward GOP on

Deficit, Dealing with Banks

Party that could Total Rep Dem Ind
better deal with... % % % %
Budget deficit

Republican Party 43 79 16 42
Democratic Party 35 10 67 27
| SR RS AT 4 PR TR NIRRT |
Banks and financial

institutions

Republican Party 41 78 17 38
Democratic Party 35 8 66 30
PEW RESEARCH CEMTER Sept. 4-8, 2013. Q29a,b.
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rewsirded-with favorable publicity-ind a fewtickets 10'the’debgy, 3
Corporations contsibute to the CPD for:free-tickets and-the pyt;8 b
relations bendhit as well, However, the Lesgue and the GPD b
had very different reldtionships wifh.corporate éontributors, W
the ‘League requested corporate:donations, they. received nex;'i8

nothing. By contrast,corporations flood the CPD with hundre .
thousands of dollars. . '. .:
This discrepancy is partly a consequence of increased advertjs

benefits. Under the auspices of the €PD, debate sites: have h_e;g,,,,t ,
corporate carnivals, where spansoring corporations market thg;
products and propaganda to infhiential journalists and politician
In 1992, after providing somic 5250,000 in contributions to the CPp
cigarette manufacturer.Philip Mosris won the right to hanga larp
banner that was visible during postdebate interviews3® For th . - ; :
thiikd 2000 presidential debate, Anheuser-Busch; whichcontributes™8 ~. .3 reasaon k2 .
$550,000 to the CPD, set up.several information booths to distribut B

glossy pamphlets touting the benefits of consuming beer, denounc
“unfair” beer taxes and calling on the government.to “gvoid interfers
ing”with beer drinking3* Washington Post reporter Dana Milbank: &

- '‘CARTOON A
. - T e

- e s TR T 'dt.)es.hkéeare
- ardikey geta lotof publicity. The debate coml.m.ss.xqq . .
la: ﬁ;‘te:'lyl%-thtir:spnnsnm."'“ CPD director Antonia Herpandez said,

déscribed his experience at a presidential debaté in 2000: nd *Po.donors: think-of it as-a way zf'_aCGess':?_nd lh,e:e?y- geltul,g stj_mc
L o w0 3 pene@WellImsorethepdo™ G 1 -
* The wholé campus is closed—astensibly to thwart terror- 3 Butmast imporlant, b.)'.-d_ﬂm_"’-'_‘g'to"me‘c PD’ C-O_l_' pora fgnsf . ul
;- ists. more likelj: to thwart.Nader and Buchanan. .Nader §  iax-deductible contributions. thiat benefit both'major pgﬂ!ﬁ{-{lm -
. ‘getskicked out of the debite audicnce, everi though he.got i \anéously-Donationsto the na'rgpnrnsnn League were primari y:con:
1 . himselfa ticket froma student. He’s threatening lawsuits. : sidered civic charity: Corporations, hqv{_'ev‘l_er.__ perce{v.e-c!oqat-xons.!o
But 'm not worried about such things. [ am inside the 3 the bipartisan CPD to be _biparlisnn political co.mnbunons. Nancy
-debate area, and  am delighted to find an Anheuser-Busch . Neuman, former president of the League, explained:
refreshment tent, where there is beer flowing, snacks; 1 . s ' .
Buduweiser gitls in red sweaters, the baseball playoffs on One of the big differences between us.and .the commis-
television, ping-pong and fusbol.* , <ion was that the commission could easily raise h.un_dreds
. . of thousands of dollars in_contributions. Theydid it very
Corporations that donate to the CPD also gain greater accessto" | quickly in 1988..Even though I would go to some cor-
power. Frank Donatelli, debate negotiator for the 1996 Bob Doles porations, [ would be lucky to get.ﬁv? thousand c.!ollal:s.
campaign, explained, “The Commission on Presidential Débatesi - .Why? Because under thecommission’s sponsorship, this
has been around for a while, and they have a very, very good pro- ° is another soft-money deal. ... [t is a way t_o.shovf your
gram of making these sponsorships worthwhile to the sponsoring = support for the parties because, ofc?ufrse.' itis a biparti-
organization. They have a reception, they get to meet the candidates? ¢ san cemmission and a bipartisan coniribution. These was
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nothing in it for corporations when they made a contri- &
bution to the League. Not a quid pro quo. That's not the - #
case with the commission.® -~ " ¢ .-

Many corporations relish the opportunity to shower Republicaﬁ?ﬁ
Deniogratic candidates with financial support, and there are seii:
distinct advantages, from the corporate viewpoint, to giving morey
the CPD. Unlike Political Action Committee and “soft money” con.
butions, donations to the CPD are tax-deductible (which mearigi
payersarc subsidizing the exclusion of popular candidates, chalie
formats, andimportant issues from the presidential debates). Op
contributions to political parties and conventions, which must beg;
.Closed to the public, donations to the CPD can be kept private, Unlij:%
contributions to a candidate or her party, a single donation to the:
hits two birds with one stone. Stephen K. Lambright, vice pres
of Anheuser-Busch, said spending money to sponsor the debates
a good way to do it because we don’t have to choose sides.™* ;
Political contributions, however, are not simply aboul.inﬂuencing.
potential lawmakers. They're also about keeping certain elected ff, 3

cials in power, and by sipporting an exclusionary debate commissios™§

the corporate community helps sustain a business-friendly two-party.
system and limit robust debate over corporate accountability issues, §
(See cartoon A.) Corporate sponsors know that promoting the CPD ¢
promotes the major parties and that the mnajor parties are often more, &
likely to protect their profit margins.* Nathan Johnson, reporter-for
the Press and Dakotan, wrote:

B Sl

The corporations who sponsor the debates—3Com Inc.,
Yahoo, Inc., Sun Microsystems Inc., AT&T Company
and Anheuser-Busch Companies, Inc.—funnel millions N
of dollars into the two major parties every year. After
making such major investments, they aren't very eager to
allow a third party candidate the opportunity to ascend
to the presidency and thereby render their investment -
less valuable.* :

Talk show host Phil Donahue said, “Can you imagine how enthusi- |
astic AT&T is 1o have Ralph Nader on that stage?™*
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N sbutions to'the:CPD are bne-of—a-.kind; no other
Corpbrate cnm:s simultanceusly strengthen both major-party
prevent ideas from.entering the collective voter
-irprave the public image ofthe _dor.m_r corporations;
m:iu fuh'sidies for-donor corporations. ‘When_ Fahren-

ing ith’becr'and tobacco

;  cxed if there was anything wrong with'becrand _
ko f -E;ds‘;ml\saring the presidential debates, he-sdid, “Boy, you.
chen) nlklﬂﬂ; io reatly the.wrong guy. I'm a guy who represemf the

daof Understanding ~ * S
;ninated.l:_\y'layal Republicans and Democrats who

“The CPD is d6

T e deeply entrenched. in their parties and the corporate structire

supt . Yet the CPD deniés everyielding to major-party
‘::ﬂs.\(‘]?:ﬁ::l snd vigorously proclaims in:'lepend_znce'fro'm
i L oL ..
w.l:c,:::i::::he CBD. it establishes objective criteria to_«?gtami ne
candidate pasticipation and.conducts comfpleh‘erfsi: sl:udn._:: to si:ct
111 i ow it works:
the most educational format. Fahr.enkop exp al. ' "
P'm just flat-ass telling you: We will not do a debate—we
will not use the CPD to do a debate if the candidates come
to us and they sit down and they:negotiate and they say "
all right, we've:agreed we're.going to do three debates. .
We'vedgreed thatso:and-so is going to be the moderator,
we're going to dothis thing. We'll say hey. we announced,
we'll tell them, we announced a year aga what the crite-
ria was going to be; we announced a year ago what our
standards were going to be, what the format was going
to be and hoiv we're going to do it. Your proposal does
not mect our criteria. We will walk.**

But they don’t walk. On the contrary, the CPD readily endorses
all the joint decisions of the Republican and Democratic candidates.
Every four years, the CPD publicly proposes debate formats and o
debate schedule and publishes candidate selection criteria. Questions
concerning third-party participation and debate formats, however,

¥
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Philips pulls presidential debate sponsorship

By DYLAN BYERS |
9/30/12 6:13 PM EDT

Philips Electronics has dropped its sponsorship of the 2012 presidential debates, citing a desire not to associate itself
with “partisan politics,” POLITICO has learned.

Philips is the third and by far the largest of the original ten sponsors to pull its support, following similar decisions by
British advertising firm BBH New York.and the YWCA over the last week. Their decision to do so is seen as the result of
intense lobbying efforts by advocacy organizations -- primarily Libertarian supporters of former Gov. Gary Johnson —
who oppose the exclusion of third-party candidates and who therefore believe the Commission on Presidential Debates
is an anti-Democratic institution.

Mark A. Stephenson, the head of corporate communications at Philips North America, told POLITICO that the company
doesn’t want to provide "even the slightest appearance of supporting partisan politics.”

Philips "has a long and proud heritage of being non-partisan in the many countries it serves around the world. While the
Commission on Presidential Debates is a non-partisan organization, their work may appear to support bi-partisan
politics," Stephenson said in a written staternent. "We respect all points of view and, as a result, want to ensure that
Philips doesn't provide even the slightest appearance of supporting partisan palitics. As such, no company funds have
been or will be used to support the Commission on Presidential Debates."”

George Farah, the-executive director of Open Debates, one of the groups leading the charge for debate reform,
celebrated the news.

"This is a triumph for the debate reform movement,” Farah told POLITICO. "These.former sponsors no longer want to be
affiliated with an anti-democratic commission that defies the wishes of the American people."

The Philips decision will be seen as a victory for those organizations -- including Open Debates, Help The Commission,
and various Libertarian groups - that want to end the hold the Commission on Presidential Debates has over the debate
process.

Last week, Open Debates and seventeen other organizations called (http:/www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/eighteen-
pro-democracy-groups-call-on-presidential-debate-commission-to-make-secret-contract-public-171529781.html) on the
Commission to release the contract negotiated between the Barack Obama and Mitt Romney campaigns for the debates,
citing the possible existence of "anti-democratic provisions that sanitize debate formats, exclude viable third-party
candidates and prohibit additional debates from being held.” (Though, as my colleague Maggie Haberman reported
(htt"p:Ilwww.pol_itico.comlplogslburns-habennanl_201 2/09/the-quiet-predebatés-debate-137038.htnl) today, this
"memorandum of understanding" is still being negotiated just three days out from the first debate.)

hitp/Awww_politico.com/blogs/media’2012/09/philips-pulls-presidential-debate-sponsorship-137053.htmi 1173
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But the Philips decision, like that of BBH New York and YWCA, also comes at great cost to the Commission, which is a
501(c) (3) and relies on corporate funding. (Debate sponsors get tickets to the debates but do not have any input on the
questions, format, venue, etc., nor do they receive face-time with the candidates.)

"The work we've done for 25 years is in very large part due to our extremely generous sponsors, who believe the
debates are an invaluable, civic education forum," Janet Brown, the executive director of the Commission told
POLITICO. "The sponsors get virtually nothing in return, and we are deeply sorry to see them attacked by people who
have issues with the CPD."

The seven sponsors still supporting this year's presidential debates are Anheuser-Busch Companies; The Howard G.
Buffet Foundation; Sheldon S. Cohen, Esq.; Crowell & Moring LLP; International Bottied Water Association (IBWA); The
Kovler Fund; and Southwest Airlines.

This post has been updated.

Read more about: Presidential Debates 2012 (http://dyn.politico.comitag/presidential-debates-2012)

© 2012 POLITICO LLC Terms of Service Privacy Policy

hitp://iwww politico.com/blogs/media’2012/09/philips-pulls-presidential-debate-sponsorship-137053.html 22
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Presidential Debates Lose Sponsors Over Exclusion of Third-Party

Candidates
J.D. Tuccitte | Oct. 1, 2012 9:22 am

Tweot ' |r2—Z-

The Commission on Presidenlial Debates, a bipartisan project of the Republican and
Democratic parties, was established, at least in part, to make sure that major party
presidential candidates would be unlikely to suffer the indignity of sharing a stage with an
outsider. The effort hasn't been completely successful — Ross Perot actually managed to
meet the CPD’s nearly prohibilive crteria for inclusion in 1992 — but the two parties now
have a lot more control over the ritualistic meetings between their chosen contenders
than they did back in the wild and woolly days when they might be thrown curve balis by
such unprediclable loose-cannon debate hosts of the past as the League of Women
Voters. That stage-managed, private-club quality taken on the by the CPD's debates may
not be working out in their favor this year, with three debale sponsors pulling out explicitly
to avoid being seen as endorsing Republicans and Democrats at the expense of
candidates from other political parties.

In response lo my query, Mark A. Stephenson, Head of Corporate Communications for
Philips North America, sent me this statement:

The Commission on Presidential Debates is.a nonprofit, 501(c) (3) corporation
dedicated to providing a platform to fhe U.S. public — in the form of presidential and
_ vice-presidential debates — which serves to inform voters on a variety of issues.

" Philips, a company with roots in the U.S spanning more than eight decades, supports
the goals and idesls of having a more engaged and informed electorate. Philips also
has a long and proud heritage of being non-partisan in the many countries it serves
around the world. While the Commission on Presidential Debates is a non-partisan
organization, their work may appear to support bi-partisan politics. We respect all
points of view and, as a resull, want to ensure that Philips doesn’t provide even the
slightest appearance of supporting pariisan politics. As such, no company funds have
been or will be used to support the Commission on Presidential Debates.

This is remarkably similar to a statement released by the YWCA, signed by the:
organization's CEO, Dara Richardson-Heron:

On behalfl of the YWCA USA, 1 would like to thank you for your recent letter expressing
concems about the Commission on Presidential Debates and the YWCA's sponsorship
of the 2012 debates next month.

As a nonpartisan organization dedicated to eliminating racism, empowering women and
promoling peacae, justice, freedom and dignity for all, we have decided to withdraw our
sponsorship effeclive immediately.

http://reason.com/blog/2012/10/01/presidential-debates-lose-sponsors-over
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Again, we thank you for alerling us of your concerns and appreciate your support of the

YWCA and our mission.

BBH New York, an arm of the international Bartle Bogle and Hegarty advertising agency
has also dropped its support for the CPD's media events, although that company is
struggling and may no longer be in a position to throw money at politicians. All three
organizations have disappeared from the CPD's official list of sponsors. That list, by the
way, is now down to seven, which is the shortest the organization has listed over the
years of its existence for the debates it has organized.

Third-party supporters — Gary Johnson-backers, in particular — as well as advocates of
open debates have leaned on the CPD especially hard this year. Part of their effort has

-been to put pressure on sponsors. That tactic is obviously working.

| wouldn't expect the CPD {o cave anytime soon and admit candidates like Gary Johnson,
of the Libertarian Party, and Jill Stein, of the Green Party, just because they're on the
ballot in enough states to, conceivably, win and running for the same office as the two
anointed politicos who have been approved for participation. But | suspect that advocates
of open political dialogue are getting much more exposure this year then the Republican
and Democratic establishment would like, and that their creature, the CPD, is leaking
credibility, not to mention financial viability, with the departure of check-writing sponsors.

J.D. Tuccille Is managing editor of Reason.com.
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Role of Televised Presidential Debates. Televised debates now constitute one
of the most important elements in presidential electoral politics. They draw what is
easily the largest audience of any public activity associated with the election. The final
presidential debate of the hotly contested, three-way election of 1992 was watched by
an estimated 97 million TV viewers, for example."*

Candidates devote substantial time and effort in preparing for debates, as it is
widely believed that their performance may significantly affect their chances of
electoral success. Extensive briefings and rehearsals are conducted, to anticipate
questions and issues which may be raised. Careful attention is paid to the nominee’s
physical appearance, in order to project an appealing, if not “presidential,” image.

Survey Research in the Presidential Election Campaign

The use of survey research is an integral aspect of contemporary electioneering.
The public watches the fluctuations in candidate match-ups by polling organizations
during the campaign, but more important to the campaigns than the “horse race” data
are the tracking polls conducted on a continuing basis. These surveys, done by
organizations on contract for the campaigns, are designed to identify issues of concern
to potential voters, as well as to measure support for the nominee and his running mate
among key demographic groups and in different geographical areas.

The tracking polls, along with even more in-depth devices like focus groups
(wherein carefully selected groups of representative voters are interviewed for their
reactions to the candidates and their messages), provide a source of vital information
for campaigns. If support is low among particular social, economic, or ethnic groups,
or in certain states, such resources as candidate appearances and political advertising
are redirected and targeted to strengthen the campaign where needed. In this way, the
candidates seek to change or minimize negative personal images or to emphasize their
strengths and achievements, based on trends monitored often on a daily basis.

Election Day

On election day, voters in the 50 states and the District of Columbia cast their
ballots for electors pledged to their favored presidential and vice presidential nominees.
The law establishes the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November for the
choice of all federal elective officers. In the interest of convenience and economy,
most states and many localities also hold elections on federal election day.

Elections for President and Vice President are held every fourth year, in years that
are divisible by the number four (i.e. 1988, 1992 and 1996). Congressional elections
are held on this day every even-numbered year, with those in between presidential
contests termed mid-term or off-year elections.

4 Commission on Presidential Debates web site, visited Feb. 17, 2000
[http://www.debates.org/pages/debhis92.html].
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Chapter 8

“The Debate Commission Sucks”

“The Debate Commission sucks.” This was Karl Rove talking at a din-
ner at Flarvard’s Institute of Politics in late February 2001.' Rove was
complaining that the Commission on Presidential Debates (CPD) had
set late dates for the 2000 debates, crammed themn together, and used a
very rigid format. Fle asked whether it was right to set the debates
around the schedule for “the Olympics, Monday Night Football, and
baseball and the sweeps.”™ These were valid issues. Ironically, the one
question Rove belicved that the CPD handled well was the “question of
who gets to participate.” He then added, “T know Theresa Amato is
here and she doesn't agree.™

Thar was an understaternent. The debates have a monumental role
in presidential campaigns. Think Nixon/Kennedy in 1960. Think Ross
Perot in 1992. Who @ets to participatc—and who doesnt—is a defin-
ing feature of candidate viability. Just ask Jesse Ventura, who, in fewer
than ten weceks, went from being a wrestler with single-digic popular
support to governor of Minnesota in large parr because he was per-
mitted to participare in the debates.

As a candidate, if you arc not in the debates, you cannot really be run-
ning to win the votes of the American people. Historically, the Ameri-
can public tunes in to the presidential campaign right after Labor Day.
That seems to he when Americans arc ready to begin making up their
minds about for whom they wil) cast their hallots. The free publicity, the
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“THE DERATE COMMISSION SUCKS® 22§

opportunity 1o reach tens of millions of voters, and all the attendant:
press and spin that surround presidental debares are irreplaceable in
termns of the surategic viability of national presidendal campaigns.

When it was my turn to speak at the Earvard conference, 1 pointed
out that the CP1) is a private corporation, funded by corporate con-
tributors, “acound as long as the political players suffer it.™ 1 said that
there could he thresholds set for the debates in terms of who gets to
participate, but if the CPD sers “three debates and all three of them
exclude any voices except the Republican or Democratie candidates,
then you’ve deprived the American people of the chance to hear alter-
native viewpoints."

Under the law, an organization hosting the presidential debates is
supposed to be a neutral arbiter or educator, so that the American peo-
ple can hear abour their choices in the presidential clection without
bias.® The CPD is ncither. Rather, it is a private entity, controlled by
the two major parties, funded by corporate interests, and it acts as the
gatekeeper to the candidates for the millions of Americans who view
cach presidential campaign. The public is exposed (or not) to the im-
portant issues of the clection based on which. candidates the CPD
deigns to invite to participate in the debates.

Many people think the CPD is a governmental entity, but it is not.
Others think the League of Women Voters hosts the debates, hecause
it once did. But it does not. The two major parties created the CPD,
undler the guisc of being a nonprofit, so that they could control the pres-
idential debate process. The former chairmen of the Democratic and
Republican parties, Paul G. Kirk and Frank TFahrenkopf, lobbyists for
pharmaccurical and gaming interests, vespectively, have run the debaces
since 1987, when they engaged in a bostile takeover of the League of
Women Voters’ sponsorship, which had been ongoing since 1976, The
League hosted the debates after the FEC allowed for televised presi-
dential debates to be exempt from the 1934 Communications Act
“equal-time requirement,” as long as they were not sponsored by broad-
cast medlia. When the League ran the debates, John Anderson, a Re-
Publican running as an independent in the 1980 eleetion, was allowed
to participate, even though that meant that Jimmy Career, the Demo-
cratic nomince, refused to show up for the first debate.

George Farah, in his book No Debate, documents the partisan ori-
Bins and affiliation of virtually everyone involved in the GPD as either
4 Democrat or a Republican.” Indeed, iwany CPD members have made
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Y e 1023 Application for Recognition of Exemption

- -\5.. [P S

OMB No, 1545-0056
Expires Moy 3], 1984

Yo bo filed In the key dis-

(Rev. Joy 15D Under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code | tict for the area In which

?:Sm.::v:m.s::;:: " the organization kas its
For Paperwork Reduction Act Notice, see page 1 of the instructions. gf::'::‘l::sl. office or place of

This application; when properly completed, constitutes the notice required under section 508(a) of the internal Revenue Code
so that an applicant may be treated as described in section 501 (c)(3) of the Code, and the notice required under section 508(b)
for an organization claiming not to be a private foundation within the meaning of section 509(a). (Read the instructions for each
part carefully before making any entries.) The organization must have an organizing instrument (see Part i) before this applica.
tion may be filed. .

Part 1—Identification

f izati 2 Employer identification number
1 Full .namo of organ on f 'r’:or):e, attach Form $S-4)

‘'The Commission on Presidential Debates : Application pending
3(a) Address (number and street) Check here If applying under section:
1825 K Street, N. W., Suite 711 [J 501(e) [T} 501¢H
.3(b) City or town, State, and ZIP code . 4 Name and phone humber of person to be contacted
Washington, D. C. 20006 : George J. Rabil - (202) 822-8499
5 Month the annual accounting period ends 6 Date Incorporated or formed 7 Activity codes

December February 19, 1987 123 1125 54

8(a) Has the organization filed Federal Incometaxretums?. . . . . o ¢« « &+ « s o & « « » o []}Yes []No
If “*Yes,” state the form number(s), year(s) filed, end Internal Revenue office where filed D> N/A

8(b) Has the organization filed exempt organization Informationreturns?. . . . . « « « « « « o o [JYes [] No
If *Yes,” state the form number(s), year(s) filed, and Internal Revenue office where filed N/A

Part 1l.—Type of Entity and Organizational Documents (see instructions)

Check the applicable entity box below and attach a conformed copy of the organization’s organizing and operational
documents as Indl:ated for eag entity. Exhibit tk Py 8 n's o® g P

Q Corporation—Articles of incorporation/ bylaws. /‘@Fﬁb\i"—iﬁuﬁ Indenture. [] OtheFConstltutlon or articles, bylaws,
Part lil.—Activities and Operational Information '

1 What are or will be the organization’s sources of financial support? List in order Iof magnitude. If a part of the receipts Is
or will be derived from the earnings of patents, copyrights, or other assets (excluding stock, bonds, etc.), identify the item
as a separate source of receipts. Attach representative copies of solicitations for financial support.

Financial support will be obtained from private individuals,
foundations, PACs, exempt organizations and corporate donors.

2 Dascribe the organization's fund-raising program, both actual and planned, and exglaln to what extent it has been put Into
effect. (Include detalls of fund-raising activities such as selective mallings, formation of fund-raising committees, use of
professional fund raisers, etc.)

. _ _ Only minimal direct fund-raising solicitation have.been yndertaken

to date. Plans for future fund-raising will be -developed by the Board of Directors
or a special committee of the Board of Directors.” Whether the applicant plans

to hire professional fund-raisers has not been determined at this time.
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Form 1023 (Rev. 7-81) ' ' . _ : Pous 2
Part liL—Activities and Operational Information (Continued) '

3 Give a namative description of tha activities presently carried on by the organization, and those that will be carrled on. if
the organization is not fully operational, oxplaln what stago of dovelopment Its activities have reached, what further steps re-
main for the organization to become fully operatlonal, and when such further steps will tako place. The narrativo should spe-
cifically identity the services performed or to bs performed by the organization. (Do not state the purposes of the organization
In general terms or repeat the language of the organizational documents.) If the organization Is a schoal, hospital, or medical
research organization, include enough Information in your description to clearly show that the organlzation meets the defi-
nitlon of that particular activity that is contalned In the instructions for Part ViI-A,

'See Exhibit C attached.

. [ . P €
. . o » .
.; .:-! -,
"" . s - . * . -
"
- 4 The membership of the organization's goverming body Is: : !

: PP R . . e ‘Speclalized’ knowledge,- tralning, ex-
(a) Names, q_ddresses_. and dutles qf officers, directors, trustees, otc. ' . . g;)rtlsg. or particular qua‘lmcaqons ]

See Exhibit b Attached.




Form 1028 (Rev. 7-81) ' - Page 3
Part Ill.—Activities and Operational Information (Continued) _
4 (c) Do any of the above persons serve as members of the governing body by reason of being public officlals

or being appointed by publicofficlals? . . . . . . + « + + 4 ¢ ¢« 4 2 o s o« » o [JYes K] No
If *Yes,” name those persons and explain the basis of their selection or appointment. .

(d) Are any members of the organization’s governing body “’disqualified persons" with respect to the organi-
zation (other than by reason of being-a member of the governing body) or do any of the members have
either a business or family relationship with *disqualified persons?" (See specific instruction 4(d).) . . [] Yes [x] No
if *Yes,” explain.

(e) Have any members of the organization‘s governing body assigned income or assets to the organization? . [[] Yes [X] No
If “Yes,' attach a copy of assignment(s) and a list of items assigned.

(f) 1s it anticipated that any current or future member of the organization’s governing body will essign .
Income orassetstotheorganization? . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢« . s ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ e o ¢ o o] Yes E] No
If *“Yas,” explain fully on an attached sheet. :

5 Does the organization control or Is It controlled by any other organization?. . .. . . . . . » . [] Yes Kl No
Is the organization the outgrowth of another organization, or does it have a speclal relationship to another T
organization by reason of interlocking directorates orotherfactors?. .- . . , . « « « « »:s o« []Yes ] No
If either of these questions Is answered **Yes,” explain. " ) T

6 Is tho organization financially accountable to ar-ny otherorganization?. . . . . . . « « . . » « []Yes ] No
It *Yes,” explain and Identify the other organization. Include details concerning accountability or attach
coples of reports if any have been submitted.

7 (a) What assets does the organization have that are used In the performance of Its exempt function? (Do not include prop-
erty producing investment income.) If any assets are not fully operational, explain thelr status, what additional steps re-
main to be completed, and when such final steps will be taken. -

None at the present t:tme. It 18 anticipated that office

e"b‘»}"f"%‘é&‘é’}t&: IPa%e %g.ua E:'e% } o you ;?f?:: to use contributions as an endowment fund, 1 e., hold centrlbutlons to pro-
duce Income for the support of your exempt activities? -
Such use is not'planned at the present time.

8 (4) What benefits, services, or products will the organization provide that are related to its exempt functlon?
The _organ_izat:ton will provide no product.




‘Form 1023 (Rev. 7-81) i : Poge A

Part Hl.—Activities and Operational Information (Continued)

8, .(b) Have the recipients been required or will they be required to pay for the organization’s benefits,
. Services, or products? . . . . . . . . 0 . 0 0 e e . ........[:]YesE]No

If **Yes,” explain and show how the charges aré determined.

9 Does or will the organization limit its benéefits, services, or products to specific classes of Individuals?. . . [] Yes 3] No
If “Yes,” explain how the recipients or beneficiaries are or will bes selacted.

10 Is the organization a membership organization? . . . . « +« +. &+ « o« « o« o « s« o o « » []Yes K No

If **Yes,” complete the following:
" (a) Describe the organization's membership requirements and attach a schedule of membershlp fees and
dues.

<
A .

(b) Describe your present and proposed efforts to attract members, and attach a copy of any descriptive
, Iiterature or promotional material used for this purpose.

* (e.) Are benefits, services, orproductslimitedtomembers?. . « « « ¢ o o ¢ s o & s . . . [JYes [JNo
_ It “No,” explain, :

» . -~
-

" 11 Does or will the organization engage In activities tending to Influence legislation or intervene In any way In

political campalgns? . . + . . ¢ ¢ ¢ s o s o s s e s s 0 e s s s s e o o s s [JYes [JNo

if “Yes,” explain, (Note: You may wish to fila Form 5768, Election/Revocation of Election by an Eligible Sectlon 501(c)
(3) Organization to Make Expenditures to Influence Legisiation.)

12 Does the organization have a pension plin.for employees? .« . . . . . . « s oo o s o o[JYes [B No

13 (a) Are you filing Form 1023 within 15 months from the end of the month in which you were created or :
formed as required by section 508(a) and the related Regulations? (See general instructions.) . . E] Yes [] No

. (b) If you answer “No,” to 13(a) and you claim that you fit an exception to the notice requlrements under
section 508(a), attach an explanation of your basis for the claimed exception.
(c) If you answer “No,” to 13(a) and section 508(a) does apply to you, you may be eligible for rellef under
section 1.9100 of the Income Tax Regulations from the application of section 508(a). Do you wish to
request rellef? . . . . . ¢ . 4 L e h it e b e e e e e s e s st s s [QYes ONo
(d) 1f you answer **Yes,” to 13(c) attach a detailed statement that satisfies the requlrements of Rev. Proc.
7963,
(e) if you answer “No,” to both 13(a) and 13(c¢).and section 508(3) does apply to you, your exemption can _ .
be recognized only from the date this application is filed with your key District Director, Therefore, do
you want us to consider your application as a request for recognition of exemption from the date the
- application Is received and not retroactively tothe dateyouwereformed?. . « . « ¢ o« o o o D Yes [] No

Part !V.--Stalemént as to .Prlvate Foundation Status

1 Istheorganizationaprivatefoundation?. . . . . . « « « ¢« « o o o ¢ o o o s ¢ o o« [JYes [GNo

2 If you answer “Yes,” to question 1 and the organlmtlon claims to be a private operating foundation, check
here [] and complete Part VIIl.

38 Iif you answer “No,"” to question 1 indicate the type of ruling you are tequestlng regarding the organization’s

status under section 509 by checking the box(es) that apply below:
(a) Definitive ruling under section 509(a)(1), (2), (3), or (4) » [—. Complete Part Vil.

(b) Advance ruling under section B K] 170(b)(1)(A)(vi) or » [] 509(a)(2)—see instructions.
{c) Extended advance ruling under section ) [ 170(b)(1)(A)(vi) or p- O 509(a)(2)-—see Instructions.
{Note: If you want an extended advance ruling you must check the appropriate boxes for both 3(b) and 3(c).)
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‘Form 1023 (Rev. 7-81)

Part V~Financlal Data '

Psge 5

AnticipStaleinent of Support, Revenue, and Expenses for period ending December...31., 19..87..
1 Gross contributions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts received . . .. . « « . . . 1
2 Gross dues and assessments ofmembers . . . . . . .+ A
§ 3 (a) Gross amounts derived from activities related to organization's exempt purpose
2 (D) Minuscostof sales . + . « . « « o & o « & o o 4 3
s 4 (a) Gross amounts from unrelated business activites . . . . .
5 () Minus cost of 33188 . . « « o« & « o+ o + o+ & s = . 4
| 5.(a) Gross amount received from sale of assets, excluding Inventory
§ femg (attachschedule) . . « « « ¢ ¢ & o o o o o o )
@ (b) Minus cost or other basis and sales expenses of assets sold . . 5
6 Investmentincome (seeinstructions) . « .« + ¢ &+ + ¢ 4 s v e s s s e s e 6
7 Totalsupport and revenue. . o« « o o » o s o o o s & o o o o o o1 7
BFundralsing €Xpenses . . . &+ + « o + o o o o o s o o o o o o o o8
9 Contributions, gifts, grants, and similar amounts pald (attach schedule) » - « « « +» 9
10 Disbiirsements to or for benefit of members (attachschedule) . « « . o + « o« o .« |30
‘| 11 Compensation of officers, directors, and trustees (attach schedule) . . . . . + « & _f_:l_
§ 12 OthersalarleS aNAWAEES . « o « o « o o = o o o o o o o o o o o o |32
I§13_lnw'est............_......'...........33
I4R0nt.....'..-....-.-....-....--.-14
’ 15 Deproclation and depletion « « « o + « o « « ¢ o o o o o o o o o o )25 ;
16 Other (attach schedule) . . . . . . See Schedule E atcached- e o o o |261214,.500
17 Tolal expenses . . . . T I ¥ 4
18 Excess of support and revenue over expenses (Ilne 7 mlnus llne 17) s s s o o s s o | 18
Balance Sheets Enter Beginning date Ending date

dates )

19 Cash (8) Interestbearingaccounts. « o o o« o + o« o « o & :
YOther . = & v & ¢ o o « o o o s s o o o« & o |29
20 Accounts receivable, net . . . . . 4 . . 0 . . 0 . o . . |20
21 Inventorles .+ . . . . . . o . e e e 0. e e s ... |22
22 Bonds and notes (attachschedule) . . . . . + « + « « « o . |22
" 23 Corporata stocks (attachschedule) . « .« « . &« + o & &+ « » o |23
24 Mortgage loans (attach schedule) . . . . . « . . . . . . . |.28
25 Other Investments (attach schedule) . . . e s e s e e o 125
26 Depreciable and depletable assets (attach schednle) e s e s+ e e 26
A T e Y4
28 Other assets (attach schedule) . . . . . « + « « o + . o+ . |28
29 Totalassets. . . . . . ¢« ¢ & ¢ & 2 o o o « « . 290
' Uabilitles -
30 Accounts payable . . . . . . e v . s s s s e e v » |30
31 Contributions, gifts, grants, etc., payable e - |
32 Mortgages and notes payable (attach schedule) . . . . . . . . . [ 32
33 Other liabilities (attach schedules) . . . . . . « « o . . . . |33
34 Totalfabllities . . . . :0 ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢'c ¢« ¢ ¢ s « « » o |38
: Fund Balances or Net Worth )
35 Total fund balances or net worth . . . 35
36 Total iabllities and fund balances of net worth . gllne 3 plus iine 35) 36

NO Assets or Liabilities as Yg§t

Has there been any substantial changa In any aspect of your financlal activities since the period endlng date

shown above? . . . ® s st e e s 5 s s s s s e e e e DYGSDN°_'

If “Yes," attach a detalled explanatlon. :

Part Vi~—Required Schedules for Speclal Actlv!tles ¥ ;Y:l't'" eo#l"?‘h

. . . here; schedule—

1__Is the organization, or any part o_f I, @8cho0l?. &« v ¢« ¢ « «- e « o s « s » » :NO A

2 _Does the organization’ provide or administer any scholarship benefits, student ald, etc.? . . .N; . ‘B

3__Has the organization taken over, or will it take over, the facllitles of a ““for profit” institution? . .N@ C_

4 __Is the organization, or any part of it, a hospital or a medical research organization?. . . « . .NO -D_.

5 Is the.organization, or any part of it, a home for the eaged?. . . . . . . 0 4 e e .1\1; E -
Is the organization, or any part of it, a litigating organlzation (publlc Interest law firm or similar organtzation)? . N F

7 Is the organization, or any part of it, formed to promote amateur sports competition?, . . . N ‘G

o



- Porm 3023 (Rev, 7-81) Poge 6

Part VIl—Non-Private Foundation Status (Definitive ruling only)
A.—Basls for Non-Private Foundation Status
Tie organization Is not a private foundation because it qualifies as:

v " Kind of organization Within the meaning ollcomplole
) . Sections 509(:2(1)
1 a church _|_and _170(b)(1)(A)()
: ' Sections 509(s) 1?
2 a school snd 170(b)(1){A)(l
Sections ' 509(a)(1
3 a hospital and 170(b)(1)(A) (il
. . ' Sections 509(s)(1
4 8 medical research organization operated In conjunction with a hospital and 170(b)(1)(A)(li))
5 being organized and operated exclusively for testing for public safety Section 509(2)(4)
belng operated for the benefit of a college or university which Is owned or operated b; Sections , 509(a)(1) Part
6 a govergmental unit € i P Y and 170(5)(1)$A (Iv)| vii.—B
.normally recelving a substantial part of its support from a governmental unit or from Sectlons 509(a)(1) Part
7% | the general public pa PP 8 ang 70@ 2t | Vil
normally recelving not more than one-third of its support from gross investment Income
and more than one-third of its support from contributions, membership fees, and gross 3
8 recelpts from activitles related to its exempt functions (subject to certain exceptions) | Section 509(a)(2) Vil-B
belng operated solely for the benefit of or in connection with one or mora of the organl- Part
9 zations described In 1 through 4, or 6, 7, and 8 above Section 509(a)(3) Vil-C

B.~-Analysis of Financlal Support

Most re-
e . Cooetracent tax yeory
year {e) Total
1 Gifts, gronts, and contribu- 19........ () 19........ (c) 19........ (@) 19......

Uons recelved . . . . .| N0 PUNDS-RECEIVED-AS—OF—FHE-DATE-OF—)PPLICATION.

2 Moembership fees recelved .

8 Gross recelpts from admis-
slons, sales of merchandise -
or services, or-furnishing of

- facllities In any activity which
is not an unrelated business
within the meaning of section

4 Gross .Investment Income
t(lsoen.) instructions for definl-

8 Net Income from organiza-
tion’s unrelated business ac-
tivitles not Included on line 4

8 Tax revenues levied for and
elther paid to or spent on be-
half of the organization . .

7 Value of services or facllities
fumished by a governmental
unit to the organization with-

- -out charge (not including the
value of services or facllitles ' . .
generally furnished the public

.without charge) . « . .

8 Other Income (not Including
faln or loss from sale of cap- .
utla'l assets)—attach sched-

9 Total of lines 1 through 8 .
10 tne 9 minus line 3., . . :
11 Enter2% oflinel0,column(e)only « « « « o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o

12 if the organization has recelved any unusual grants during any of the above tax years, attach a list for each year showing the
name of the contributor, the date and amount of grant, and a brief description of the nature of such grant. Do not include
such grants on line 1 above—(See Instructions).
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GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS Exumir A

Cc ER TTI F 1 C ATE

THIS IS TO CERTIFY cthat all provisions of the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
NON-PROFIT COiPORATION ACT have been complied with and according{y

this CERTIFICATE of INCORPORATION

is hereby issued tolHE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

as of FEBRUARY 19 , 19 87 .

Donald G. Murray
Acting Direccor

R. Benjamin Johnson
Administracor
Business Regulation Adminiscrzti

bl L

L o

VANDY L. JAMISON JR,

ASSISTANT Superintandent of Corporazi:ns
Corporaticns Division

Marion Barry, Jr.
Mayor

9 - .
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ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION

OF THE

COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

* &k % %

TO: Department of Commerce and Regulatory Affairs
Corporations Division
614 H Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. - 20001

We, the undersigned natural persons of the age of

i twenty-one years or more acting as incorporators of a corpo-
a

E] ration, adopt the following Articles of Incorporation for such
j% corporation pursuant to the District of Columbia Non-Profit

4 Corporation Act (D. C. Code, 1981 edition, Title 29, Chapter
&

i) _ 5):

?

2 FIRST: The name of the corporation is The Commission

" on Presidential Debates.
SECOND: The period of duration is perpetual.

THIRD: The purposes for which the corporation is

- organized are as follows:

To orxrganize, manage, produce, publicize and
support debates for the candidates for

‘/?/' President of the United States; to foster
'(Z: l[ communication and cooperation among the
. G / 19 : candidates to facilitate debates; to en-
Shel |9/ "+ courage exchanges between representatives
ﬁl/. RN (74 * of the candidates; to finance debates; to
A, SN provide management for the debates and fund-
“\\~ [ g raising process; to develop materials neces-

sary for debates; to conduct research; to
serve as program and production vehicle for
~aa the debates; and to take all other actions
consistent with producing presidential de-
bates. In addition, the corporation shall
have all other powers now or hereafter '
granted to non-profit corporations pursuant
to the District of Columbia Non-Profit
Corporation Act to be used in furtherance
of the above purposes. Notwithstanding the



foregoing, however, the corporation is
organized to operate exclusively for
charitable, educational, and literary
purposes, within the meaning of Section
501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 ("Code") (or corresponding provisions
of any subsequent federal tax laws); and
shall neither have nor exercise any power
oxr authority, either expressly by inter-
pretation, or by operation of law, nor
directly nor indirectly, engage in any
activity that would prevent it from quali-
fying and continuing to gualify as an
organization described in Section 501(c) (3).

FOURTH: The corporation shall have no members.

FIFTH: ' The manner in which directors shall bhe elected
or appointed shall be provided in the Bylaws

of the corporation.

SIXTH: In all events and under all ci;cumstances, and
notwiéhstanding merger, consolidation, reorgan-
ization, termination, dissolution, or winding
up of this corporation, voluntarily or invol-
untarily, or by the operation of law or upon
amendment of the Articles of Incorporation of

the corporation:

{a) The corporation shall not have or exer-
cise any power or authority either expressly
by interpretation, or by operation of law,
nor.shall it directly or indirectly, engage
in any activity, that would prevent it from
qualifying (and continuing to qualify) as a
corporation described in Section 501 (c) (3)
of the Code (or corresponding provisions on
any subsequent federal tax laws.

(b) No part of the assets or net earnings of
the corporation shall inure to the benefit of
or be distributable to its incorporators,
Directors, officers, or other private persons
having a personal or private interest in the
corporation, except that the corporation shall
be authorized and empowered to pay reasonable



compensation for services actually rendered
and to make reimbursement in reasonable
amounts for expenses actually incurred to
carry out the purposes set forth in ARTICLE
THIRD hereof.

(c) No substantial part ‘of the activities

of the corporation shall consist of the carry-
ing on of propaganda, or of otherwise attempt-
ing to influence legislation unless Section
501(h) of the Code as amended (or correspond-
ing provisions of any subsequent federal tax
laws), shall apply to the corporation, in
which case the corporation shall not normally
make lobbying or grass roots expenditures in
excess of the amounts therein specified. The
corporation shall not in any manner or to any
extent participate in or intervene in (includ-
ing the publishing or distribution of state-
ments), any political campaign on behalf of
any candidate for public office; mor shall it
engage in any "prohibited transaction" as
defined in Section 503(b) of the Code (or cor-
responding provisions of any subsequent fed-
eral tax laws).

(d) Neither the whole, nor any part or por-
tion of the assets or net earnings of the
corporation shall be used, nor shall the cor-
poration ever be operated, for objects or pur-
poses other than those set forth in ARTICLE
THIRD hereof..

(e) (1) The corporation shall distribute its
income for each taxable year at such time
and in such manner as not to subject it to
the tax on undistributed income imposed -by
Section 4942 of the Code (or corresponding
provisions of any subsequent federal tax
laws) .

(2) The corporation shall not engage in
any act of self-dealing as defined in Sec-
tion 4941(d) of the Code (or corresponding
provisions of any subsequent federal tax
laws).

(3) The corporation shall not retain any
excess business holdings as defined in Sec-
tion 4943(c) of the Code {(or corresponding
provisions of any subsequent federal tax
laws).




" SEVENTH: )

EIGHTH:

(4) The corporation shall not make any
investments in such manner as to subject
it to tax under Section 4944 of the Code
(or corresponding provisions of any sub-
sequent federal tax laws).

~ {5) The corporation shall not make any
taxable expenditures that would subject
it to tax under Section 4945(d) of the
Code (or corresponding provisions of any -
subsequent federal tax laws).

(£) Upon dissolution of the corporation, all
of its assets and property of every nature

and description remaining after the payment

of all liabilities and obligations of the
corporation (but not including assets held

by the corporation upon condition requiring
return, transfer, or conveyance, which condi-
tion occurs by reason of the dissolution) - shall
be paid over and transferred to the federal
government or to one or more organizations
which engage in activities substantially similar
to those of the corporation and which are then
qualified for exemption from federal income
taxes as organizations described in Section

501 (c) {3) of the Code (or corresponding provi- :
sions of any subsequent federal tax laws), or
which constitutes a state or local government,
or a subdivision or agency thereof. i

The address, including street and number, of

the corporation's initial registered pfficé isﬂ
1825 K Street, N. W., Suite 711, Washington, é
D.C. - 20006, and the name of its initial :
registered agent at such address is Louis Rabilu
The number of Directors constituting the

Board of Directors is eight (8) and the names
and addresses, including street and number, of
the persons who are to serve as the initial
Directors until their successors are electéd

Snd qgualified are as follows:



NAME: ADDRESS:

Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. 310 First Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. -
20003

Paul G. Kirk, Jr. 20 Ivy Street, S.E.
washington, D.C. -
20003

Richard Moe 1575 I Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. -
20006

David F. Norcross 905~-16th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C., -
20006

NINTH: The name and address, including street and

number, of each incorporator is:

NAME: ADDRESS:

Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. 310 First Street, S.E.
’ Washington, D.C. -
20003

Paul G. Kirk, Jr. 20 Ivy Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. -
20003

Richard Moe 1575 I Street, N.W.
‘Washington, D.C. -
20006

David F. Norcross 905-16th Street, N.W.

washington, D.C, -
20006

DATED: A
PAUL G/ KIRK, JR. 7
/ 45;22a1¢/€2;§Z;LK¢/
ICHARD MOE
2. g

Ll AL
ROSS
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SECTION 1:

BYLAWS Zane.d B
oF

THE COMMISSION ON PRESIDENTIAL DEBATES

Board of Directors. The activities of the

SECTION 2:

corporation shall be managed by the Board

which shall consist of ten (10) Directors.

Nominating Committee. The two (2) Chairmen
shall each appoint two (2) members of the
nominating committee of four (4) individuals
wﬁich shall recommend to the Board the names
of the persons to be submitted for election
as Directors. The Directors shall thereafter

be elected by the Board. Term of Office and

Election: Except as herein otherwise provided

with respect to the original Directors, the
texrm of office of each Director shall be four

(4) years and until the ‘successor of such

Director is elected and qualifies or until the

earlier resignation or removal of such Director.

" The ten (10) original Directors shall have

terms of office expiring at the annual meeting

of the members of the corporétion in the year

1990; or thereafter when their respective

successors in each case are elected and quali-

fied. Successor Directors shall be elected

and qualified. Successor Directors shall be

elected at the annual meeting at which time

their terms of office shall expire, and such

successors shall be elected for a term of four

¢

\



SECTION 3:

-2 -
(4) years and until their successors are
are elected and qualified. Directors may

be elected to be their own successors.

Vacancies. Vacancies among the Directors may

SECTION 4:

be filled by appointment by the two Chairmen
and each Director so chosen shall hold office
until the end of the term of the Director re-
placed and shall hold office-until the next
successor is elected and qualifies, or until
the Director's earlier resignation or removal.
When one or more Directors shall resign from
the Board, effective at a futuredate, the
Chairmen shall have power to fill such vacancy
or vacancies, to take effect when such resig-
nation or resignations shall becomg effective,

and each Director so chosen shall hold office

as provided in this section in ‘the filling of

other vacancies.

Regular Meetings. A regulér annual meeting of

the Board for the election of Directors and
Officers and such other business as may come
befbre the meeting shall be held in February of
each year upon not less than ten (10) nor more
than sixty (60) days' written notice of the
time, place and purposes of the meeting. The
Board may meet from time to time at the call of

the Chairmen.




SECTION 5:

SECTION 6:

SECTION 7:

-3 -

Special Meetings of the Board. Special meet-

ings of the 3Board for any purpose or purposes
may be called at any time by the Chairmen or
any four of the Directors. Such meetings

shall be held upon not less than two (2) days'
notice given personally by telephone or tele-
graph, or upon not less than four (4) days'
notice given by depositing notice ip the
United States mails, postagé paid. Such notice

shall specify the time and place of the meeting.

Waivers of Notice of the Board Meetings:

Adjournments. Notice of a meeting need not

be given to any Director who signs a waiver of
notice.whether before or after the meeting, or
who attends the-meeting without protesting,
prior to the conclusion of the meeting, the
lack of notice to such Director of such meeting.
Neither the business to be transacted at, nor

the purpose of, any meeting of the Board need

be specified in the notice or waiver of notice

of such meeting. Notice of an adjourned meet~
ing- need not be given if the time and place are
fixed at the meeting adjourning ana if the
period of adjournmeqt does not exceed twenty (20)

days in any one adjournment.

Action Without Meeting. The Board or any com-

mittee of the Board may act without a meeting
if, prior or subsequent to such action, each

Director or committee member shall consent in

v



SECTION 8:

- 4 -
writing to such action. Such written consent
or consents shall be filed with the minutes of

the meeting. -

Meeting by Telephone. The Board or a committee

SECTION 9:

of the Board, or members of the Board or of a
committee, may participate in a meeting of

the Board or such committee, by means of a
telephone conference call or any other means
of communication by which all persons partici-
pating in the meeting are able to hear each

other.

Quorum. A majority of the Directors shall

constitute a quorum of the Board for the trans-

action of business. The act of the majority of
the Directors at the meeting at-which a quorum
is present shall be the act of the Board

(except that the affirmative vote of 2/3 of

the entire Board shall be required with respect
to any amendment to these bylaws or the Certifi-

cate of Incorporation.

SECTION 10:

Committee of the Board. The Board, by resolu-
tion approved by a majority of the.entige
Board, may appoint (from among the Directors)
one or more committees, iother than the nomi-
nating committee provided for in Section 2) of
one or more members (which may include persons
who are not Directoré, provided that at least

two (2) members of each committee shall be

Directors and that any act of any committee which




-5 =
has members which are not Directors shall be
advisory, shall not bind tiie Bcard or the
corporation and shall be subject to Board
approval) each of which, to the extent pro-
vided in the resolution, shall have and may
exercise the authority of the Board, except

that no such committee shall:

(a) Make, alter or repeal any bylaw of the
corporation;

(b) Elect or appoint any Officer or Director,
or remove any Officer or Director;

(c) Make any grants or distribution of funds;

(d) Amend or repeal any resolution previously
adopted by the Board.

The Board, by resolution adopted by a majority

of the entire Board, may:
(a) Fill any vacancy in such committee;

(b) Appoint one or more persons to serve as
alternate members of any such committee to act
in the absence or disability of members of any
such committee with all the powers of such
absent or disabled members of a committee;

{c) Abolish any committee at its pleasure; or

() Remove any. members of such committee at
any time, with or without cause.

A majority of each committee shall constitute

a guorum for the transaction of business and

the act of the majority of the committee members



SECTION 11:

-6 -

present at a meeting at which a quorum is
present shall be the act of such committee.
Each committee shall appoint from among its
members a Chairman unless the resolution of
the Board establishing such committee desig-
nates the Chairman, in which case, in the
event of a vacancy in the Chairmanship, the

Board shall £ill the vacancy.

Actions taken at a meeting of any such com-
mittee shall be kept in a record of its pro-
ceedings which shall be reported to the ﬁoard
at its next meeting following such committee
meeting, except that, when the meeting of the
Board is held within two (2) days after t?e

committee meeting, such report shall, if not

made at the first meeting, be made to the
poard af its second meeting following such

committee meeting.

Compensation. Neither Directors nor officers

SECTION 12:

of the Board shall receive any fee, salary

.or remuneration of any kind for their services

as Directors or Officers; provided, however,
that Directors and Officers may be reimbursed
for reasonable expenses incurred with approval

of the Board upon presentation of Vouchers.

Officers. At its annual meeting, the Board
shall elect from its members two (2) Chairmen,

two (2) vice-Chairmen, a Secretary and a



-7 -
Treasurer, and such other Officers as it
shall deem necessary, each.of whom shall serve
for a term of four (4) years and may succeed
themselves. The Officers elected at the
initial meeting of the corporation shall serve
until the annual meeting in February, 1989.
The Board shall select an Executive Director,
wgo need not be a Director, and who shall
serve at the pleasure of the Board. The Board,
by resolution adopted by a 2/3 vote of the
entire Board, may remove any Officer! with or
without cause. The duties and authority of
the Officers shall be determined from time to
time by the Board. - Subject to any such deter-
mination, the Officers shall have the following"
duties and authority:
(a) The Chairmen of the Board shall be the
Chief Executive Officers of the corporation,
and, when present, shall preside at all meet-
ings of the Board of Directors, and shall have
such other duties and such other powers as may -

be Vested in that office by the Board of Direc--
tors. :

(b). The Vice-Chairmen (if elected) shall have
such duties and possess such authority as may
be delegated to the Vice-Chairmen by the Chair-
men.

(c) The Treasurer shall have custody of the
funds and securities of the corporation and
shall keep or cause to be kept regular books
of account for the corporation.

(d) The Secretary shall cause notices of all
meetings to be served as prescribed and shall
cause minutes of all meetings to be kept and
shall have charge of the seal of the corporation



SECTION 13:

- 8 - -

and shall perform such other duties and
possess such powers as are incident to the
office or shall be assigned from time to
time by the Chairmen or the Board.

-:(e) Assistant Treasurers (if elected) shall

have such duties and possess such authority
as may be delegated to them by the Treasurer.

(f) Assistant Secretaries (if elected) shall
have such duties and possess such authority-as
may be delegated to them by the Secretary.

Executive Director. The Executive Director

SECTION 14:

shall have the duties and responsibilities of
conducting the affairs of the corporation
and-shall serve as the Chief Operating Officer
of the corporation and shall carry out the
duties of the office in accordance with the
directions and policies of the Chairmen and

the Board.

" Force and Effect of Bylaws. These Bylaws are

SECTION 15:

subject to the provisions of the District of
Columbia Non-Profit Corporation Act (the "Act")
and the Certificate of Incorporation as they
may be amended fron time to time. If any pro-
vision in these Bylaws is inconsistent with a

provision in the Act or the Certificate of

Incorporation, the provision of the Act or the

Certificate of Incorporation shall govern to

the excent of such inconsistency.

Amendment to Bylaws. These Bylaws may be

altered, amended or repealed by a vote of 2/3

of the Board. Written notice of any such Bylaw



SECTION 16:

-9 -
change to be voted upon by the Board shall
be given not less than ten (10) days prior
to the meeting at which such change shall be

proposed.

Powers. The Commission on Presideqtial Debates

SECTION 17:

may, to the extent authorized by its Board
and consistent with applicable laws, collect
and utilize private funds in furtherance of

its objective.

Indemnification. The corporation shall in-

demnify to the full extent permitted by law

" any person made, or threatened to be made, a

party to an gction, suit or proceeding (whether
civil, criminal, administrative or investiga-
tive) by reason of the fact that the person,

or the person's testator or intestate, is or

was a Director or Officer of the corporation.
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Attachment to Form 1023, The Commission on Presidential Debates
Part III, Question 3 E. I. D. #

EXHIBIT C

The Commission on Presidential Debates was established to

organize, manage, produce publicize and support'debateé for the

candidates for President of the United States; to foster communication

among the candidates to facilitate debates; to encourage exchanges
between representativés of the candidates; to finance debates; to
provide management for the debates and fund-raising process; to
develop materials necessary for debates; to conduct research; to
serve as program and production vehicle for the debates;.and to taﬁe'
all other actions consistent with producing presidential debates.
In addition, the corporation shall have all other powers now or
hereafter granted to non-profit corporations pursuant to the
District of Columbia Non-Profit Corporation Act to be_used in

furtherance of the above purposes.




Attachment to Form 1023 The Commission on.Presidential Debates

Part IIX, Question 4 E. I. D. ¢
EXAIBIT D
NAME s ] ADDRESS

Frank J. Fahrenkopf, Jr. 310 First Street, s. E.
Washington, D. C.

20003

Paul Kirk 20 Ivy Street, S. E.
Washington, D. C." =
20003

Richard Moe 1575 I Street, N. W.

' Washington, D, C, =

20006

David F. Norcross 905 Sixteenth Street,
N. W.
Washington, D, C. =~
2000__6 )

Governor i(ay Orr . Sta_t:ehousg

Lincoln, Nebraska



The Commission on Presidential Debates
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Exhibit
Financial Data
Projected Support and Revenue
2-19-87
to Year ending Year ending

Support and Revenue 12-31~87 12-31-88 12-31-89
l. Gross contributions, gifts,

grants and similar amounts .

received $ 515,000 1,065,000 210,000
2. Gross dues and assessments

to members : 4] /] 0

3. (a) Gross amounts derived from
activities related to organi-

zation“s exempt purpose 0 0 0
(b) Minus cost of sales 0 0 0
4. (a) Gross amounts from unre-
lated business activities 0 0 0
(b) Minus cost of sales 0 0 0

5. (a) Gross amount received from
sales of assets, excluding

inventory items 0 0 0
(b) Minus cost or other basis and . .
sales expenses of assets sold 0 0 0
6. Investment income 0 0 0
7. Total support and revenue . 515,000 1,065,000 210,000

Expenses

8. Fund raising expenses . 44,000 40,000 15,000

9. Contributions, gifts, grants,
and similar amounts paid 0 0. 0

10. Disbursemenfs to or for beme-
fit of members 0 0 0




The Commission on Presidential -Debates
Exhibit
Page two

11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17,

18.

Compensation of officers, direc-
tors, and trustees (see attached

Schedule 1) 65,000
Other salaries and wages 40,000
Interest .0
Rent - - 20,000
'Depréciation and depletion

(A1l furnishings rented) 0
Other (See attached Sched-

ule 2) 346,500
Total Expenses - 515,500

Excess of support and
revenue over expenses 0

75,000

50,000

24,000
0

874,500

1,063,500

1,500

25,000

15,000

8,000

146,000

209,000

1,000



The Commission on

Exhibit
Page three

Letter Contract

Line Items

1.

2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

12,

13.

14.
15.

Furniture Rental

Supplies & Equipment

Telephones

Telex

Postage'& COmﬁunications
Printing . |
Contractual Services
Local Transportation
Insurance/Bonding
Purchased Services
-Subscriptions

Travel & PerfDiem
Conferences & Méetings

COhsultipg Fees

Presidential Debates

Schedule 2

hY

Projected Administtation-zxpenses

2-19-87
to
12-31-87
6,000
10,000

15,000

2,500
25,000
20,000
15,000

5,000
10,000
15,000

. 1,000
50,000
30,000

Deposits & Installa-

tions

6,000

Year ending

Year ending

30,000

12-31-88 12-31-89
7,000 3,000
12,000 3,000
25,000 5,000
2,500 1,000
225,000 15,000
50,000 10,000
45,000 10,000
5,000 2,000
10,000 2,000
15,000 5,000

1,000 1,000
150,000 25,000
70,000 10,000
70,000 10,000
3,000 1,000
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The Commission on Presidential Debates

Exhibit
Page four

16. Research
17. Reimbursables
18. Benefits & Allowances

19. Other Direct Costs

50,000
6,000
30,000

_20,000
346,500

88,000

6,000
50,000
_ 40,000

874,500

10,000
3,000

15,000

15,000

146,000
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Commission on Presidential Debates: Conflict of Interest Policy

Article I

Purpose

The purpose of the conflict of interest policy is to protect the interests of the Commission
on Presidential Debates (“CPD”) when it is contemplating entering into a transaction or
arrangement that might benefit the private interests of an officer, director or senior manager of
the Organization or might result in a possible excess benefit transaction. This policy is intended

to supplement but not replace any applicable state and federal laws governing conflict of interest
applicable to nonprofit and charitable organizations.

Article I1

Definitions

1. Interested Person

Any director, officer, member of a committee with governing board delegated powers, or

senior manager, who has a direct or indirect financial interest, as defined below, is an interested
person.

2. Financial Interest

A person has a financial interest if the person has, directly or indirectly, through business,
investment, or family:

a. An ownership or investment interest in any entity with which the CPD has a
transaction or arrangement,

b. A compensation arrangement with the CPD or with any entity or individual with
which the CPD has a transaction or arrangement, or

c. A potential ownership or investment interest in, or compensation arrangement

with, any entity or individual with which the CPD is negotiating a transaction or
arrangement.

A financial interest is not necessarily a conflict of interest. Under Article III, Section 2, a
person who has a financial interest may have a conflict of interest only if (1) the financial interest

is material, (2) is known to the person, and (3) if the appropriate governing board or committee
decides that a conflict of interest exists.

Page|l



Article III
Procedures
1. Duty to Disclose

In connection with any actual or potential conflict of interest of which an interested
person is aware and that is not immaterial, the person must disclose the existence of the financial
interest and be given the opportunity to disclose all material facts to the directors and members
of committees with governing board delegated powers considering the proposed transaction or
arrangement.

2 Determining Whether a Conflict of Interest Exists

After disclosure of the financial interest and all material facts, and after any discussion
with the interested person, he/she shall leave the governing board or committee meeting while
the determination of a conflict of interest is discussed and voted upon. The remaining board or
committee members shall decide if a conflict of interest exists.

3. Procedures for Addressing the Conflict of Interest

a. An interested person may make a presentation at the governing board or
committee meeting, but after the presentation, he/she shall leave the meeting
during the discussion of, and the vote on, the transaction or arrangement
involving the possible conflict of interest.

b. The chairperson of the governing board or committee shall, if appropriate,
appoint a disinterested person or committee to investigate alternatives to the
proposed transaction or arrangement.

c. After exercising due diligence, the governing board or committee shall determine
whether the CPD can obtain with reasonable efforts a more advantageous
transaction or arrangement from a person or entity that would not give rise to a
conflict of interest.

d. If a more advantageous transaction or arrangement is not reasonably possible
under circumstances not producing a conflict of interest, the governing board or
committee shall determine by a majority vote of the disinterested directors
whether the transaction or arrangement is in the CPD’s best interest, for its own
benefit, and whether it is fair and reasonable. In conformity with the above
determination it shall make its decision as to whether to enter into the transaction
or arrangement.
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4, Violations of the Conflicts of Interest Policy

If the governing board or committee has reasonable cause to believe an interested
person has failed to disclose actual or potential conflicts of interest, it shall
inform the interested person of the basis for such belief and afford the interested
person an opportunity to explain the alleged failure to disclose.

If, after hearing the interested person’s response and after making further
investigation as warranted by the circumstances, the governing board or
committee determines the interested person has failed to disclose an actual or
potential conflict of interest, it shall take appropriate disciplinary and corrective
action.

Article IV

Record of Proceedings

In connection with the procedures described herein, the minutes of the governing board
and all committees with board delegated powers shall contain:

The names of the persons who disclosed or otherwise were found to have a
financial interest in connection with an actual or potential conflict of interest, the
nature of the financial interest, any action taken to determine whether a conflict
of interest was present, and the governing board’s or committee’s decision as to
whether a conflict of interest in fact existed.

The names of the person who were present for discussions and votes relating to
the transaction or arrangement, the content of the discussion, including any
alternatives to the proposed transaction or arrangement, and a record of any votes
taken in connection with the proceedings.

Article V

Compensation

A voting member of the governing board or senior manager who receives
compensation, directly or indirectly, from the CPD for services is precluded from
voting on matters pertaining to his/her compensation.

A voting member of any committee whose jurisdiction includes compensation
matters and who receives compensation, directly or indirectly, from the
Organization for services, including any senior manager, is precluded from
voting on matters pertaining to his/her compensation.

No voting member of the governing board or any committee whose jurisdiction
includes compensation matters and who receives compensation, directly or

Pagel|3
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indirectly, from the CPD, either individually or collectively, is prohibited from
providing information to any committee regarding compensation.
Article V1
Periodic Statements

Each director, officer, member of a committee with governing board delegated powers,
and senior manager shall periodically sign a statement that affirms such person:

a. Has received a copy of the conflicts of interest policy,

b. Has read and understands the policy,

c. Has agreed to comply with the policy, and

d. Understands the CPD is a 501(c)(3) organization and in order to maintain its

federal tax exemption it must engage primarily in activities which accomplish
one or more of its tax-exempt purposes.

Article VII

Periodic Reviews

To ensure the CPD operates in a manner consistent with charitable purposes and does not
engage in activities that could jeopardize its tax-exempt status, periodic reviews shall be
conducted. The periodic reviews shall, at a minimum, include the following subjects:

a. Whether compensation arrangements and benefits are reasonable, based on
competent survey information, and the result of arm’s length bargaining.

b. Whether partnerships, joint ventures, and arrangements with management
organizations conform to the CPD’s written policies, are properly recorded,
reflect reasonable investment or payments for goods and services, further
charitable purposes and do not result in inurement, impermissible private benefit
or in an excess benefit transaction.

Article VIII

Use of Outside Experts

When conducting the periodic reviews as provided for in Article VII, the Organization
may, but need not, use outside advisors. If outside experts are used, their use shall not relieve the
governing board of its responsibility for ensuring periodic reviews are conducted.
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